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1
4.2 NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION COMMENT LETTERS2

3
Comment Responses to Green Duwamish Watershed Alliance (NGO 1) 4

and Friends of the Green River (NGO 2)5
6

NGO 1-1 and NGO 2-17
See General Comment Responses 3 and 23.8

9
NGO 1-2 and NGO 2-210
See General Comment Response 7. The commenter is correct in implying that forests influence11
water quality and stream function in a number of ways.  As suggested in the comment, forest12
vegetation can: 1) stabilize soil and filter surface flows to reduce the amount of fine sediment13
entering streams; 2) moderate the effects of storm events on stream flows; 3) provide shade that can14
reduce peak surface water temperatures; and 4) provide physical habitat (large woody debris) for15
fish and wildlife (see HCP subsection 5.3.2).  All of these functions were considered in the16
development of the HCP, and all are accounted for in the riparian and upland management measures17
identified in Chapter 5 of the HCP.18

19
Streambank integrity, vegetative filtering of surface flows, shade, and large woody debris would be20
provided by maintaining no-harvest forest buffers along all streams on the Covered Lands.  Buffers21
will range from 25 feet wide on intermittent non-fish-bearing streams (DNR Type 5) to 200 feet22
wide on large fish-bearing streams (DNR Types 1 and 2).  Streams within the Natural Zone would23
have even wider buffers.  These buffers would meet or exceed the buffers prescribed by the recent24
Washington Forests and Fish Report, which represents the state of the art in commercial forestland25
management for fish and water quality. 26

27
NGO 1-3 and NGO 2-328
See General Comment Response 8.29

30
NGO 1-4 and NGO 2-431
The Services and Tacoma Water agree that a flow regime that better mimics the natural flow regime32
of the Green River is desirable (see General Comment Response 27). Because it represents a small33
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fraction of the highest flows in the Green River (less than 2%), Tacoma’s withdrawal will not1
appreciably affect high flows in the Green River.  Furthermore, because high flows generally also2
represent high turbidity events, Tacoma generally reduces or stops water withdrawal from the3
mainstem Green River during high flow events. 4

5
The primary factor influencing the flow regime in the Green River is operation of Howard Hanson6
Dam, which is the sole responsibility of the USACE, not Tacoma Water. As noted in General7
Comment Response 16, the primary vehicle for coordination and flow management adaptation in8
the future will be the Green River Flow Management Committee.  Conservation measures and9
monitoring to be implemented by Tacoma Water under its HCP would facilitate development of a10
more natural flow regime if that is the target condition identified by the Green River Flow11
Management Committee.12

13
NGO 1- 5 and NGO 2-514
See General Comment Response 17.  Although Tacoma Water withdraws a substantial portion of15
the Green River flow during the summer, the minimum flow requirements to be implemented by16
Tacoma under its HCP would meet or exceed existing instream flow requirements set by Ecology17
(HCP subsections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2).  During extreme, summer low-flow events, conservation18
measures in the HCP will increase the amount of water in the river compared to baseline conditions.19
However, Tacoma Water has limited ability to affect water temperature and pollutant concentrations20
in the middle and lower watershed. 21

22
NGO 1-6 and NGO 2-623
See General Comment Response 13.24

25
NGO 1-7 and NGO 2-726
See General Comment Response 22.27

28
NGO 1-8 and NGO 2-829
See General Comment Response 20. The purpose of an HCP is to minimize and mitigate the impacts30
of any incidental taking authorized by a Section 10 permit, and to ensure that issuance of the permit31
does not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival and recovery of the species in the wild.32
An HCP is not required to recover listed species or restore habitat damaged by past actions, although33
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many HCPs, including Tacoma Water’s, include measures specifically designed to rehabilitate1
habitat that is not currently considered to be functioning properly.2

3
Interruption of gravel transport in the mainstem Green River has been primarily the result of4
construction and operation of Howard Hanson Dam by the USACE.  Construction of the Tacoma5
Headworks in 1912 intercepted approximately 13,500 cubic yards of gravel, equivalent to less than6
1 year’s supply of bedload (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1998; Perkins 2000).  In contrast,7
Howard Hanson Dam has intercepted virtually all of the bedload from the upper watershed for the8
past 37 years.9

10
Moreover, Tacoma’s proposed increase in the height of the Tacoma Headworks would not11
substantially influence the downstream transport of sediment.  Raising the Headworks by 6.5 feet12
will result in approximately 43,000 cubic yards of increased sediment storage.  Assuming that13
approximately 15 percent of the natural sediment load was bedload (Olympic National Park 1996),14
the structure would intercept approximately 6,500 cubic yards of gravel.  The presence of Howard15
Hanson Dam upstream of the Tacoma Headworks currently prevents the downstream transport of16
gravel and larger-sized sediment. Consequently, the actual composition of intercepted materials is17
expected to be primarily fine sediments.18

19
The volume of gravel-sized sediments that Tacoma Water proposes to add to the river would exceed20
the amount of material that would be intercepted by the raised Headworks.  In addition, the21
increment of gravel placed by Tacoma under the HCP would be supplemented by gravel placed by22
the USACE as part of the Section 7 consultation process and jointly by the USACE and King23
County as part of the Green-Duwamish General Investigation Project.  Together, these projects are24
expected to restore downstream movement of gravel.25

26
NGO 1- 9 and NGO 2-927
See General Comment Response 18.28

29
NGO 1-10 and NGO 2-1030
See General Comment Response 4. Water conservation and reuse planning are integral components31
of Tacoma Water’s efforts to protect and restore Green River aquatic resources. These methods32
alone are not sufficient to restore Green River instream resources, and therefore must be33
supplemented by other resource planning approaches.34
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NGO 1-11 and NGO 2-111
See General Comment Response 21.2

3
NGO 1-12 and NGO 2-124
The comment letter written by the Sierra Club, Cascade Chapter, has been included as a part of the5
public record for this DEIS, and comment responses were prepared for the FEIS (see letter NGO6
10).7

8
9

10
11
12
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1
Comment Responses to South King County Chapter2

 Washington Council Trout Unlimited (NGO 3)3
4

NGO 3-15
Comment noted.6

7
NGO 3-28
Comment noted.9

10
NGO 3-311
The USACE currently collects and removes drift (naturally occurring logs and other woody12
vegetation) from several water control projects in the Pacific Northwest, including Howard Hanson13
Dam on the Green River.  These operations are coming under increased scrutiny due to concerns14
regarding the effect of these operations on downstream biological resources and the cost and15
environmental impact of drift disposal (typically by burning).    16

17
The issue of handling drift is not isolated to the Pacific Northwest.  For instance, the USACE,18
Huntington, West Virginia, is currently modifying Bluestone Dam to minimize the need to handle19
up to 50 acres of drift that accumulates at the dam during storm events.  Bluestone Dam is located20
on the New River in West Virginia immediately upstream of a reach designated as a National Scenic21
River and managed by the National Park Service.  Although the New River below Bluestone Dam22
supports significant whitewater rafting and represents a regional tourist attraction, Bluestone Dam23
is being modified to allow organic material to be passed downstream during storm events to support24
downstream biological resources (Halstead and Werth 2000).  25

26
An important feature of the proposed Green River Woody Debris Management Program, HCM 2-0827
is the commitment to monitor the results of the program and make adjustments as necessary to28
ensure that the program contributes to the recovery of natural stream processes in view of public29
health, safety, and flood control concerns. 30

31
NGO 3-432
See General Comment Response 18 for a discussion of the objectives of HCM 2-08, Downstream33
Woody Debris Management Program.34
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NGO 3-5 through 3-91
See General Comment Response 19 for a discussion of the Woody Debris Management Program2
and recreational use of the Green River.3

4
5
6
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1
Comment Responses to Rainier Audubon Society (NGO 4)2

3
NGO 4-14
HCPs by definition cannot appreciably reduce the likelihood of survival or recovery of species in5
the wild.  In other terms, an HCP cannot contribute to the extinction of any species whether they6
were or were not considered during the development of the HCP.  The Services believe that it will7
be rare for unforeseen circumstances to result in a jeopardy situation.  However, if such an event8
would occur with respect to Tacoma Water’s HCP, the Services will use all of their authorities and9
resources, will work with other federal agencies to rectify the situation, and will work with Tacoma10
Water to redirect conservation and mitigation measures to remove the jeopardizing effects.  The11
Services have significant resources and authorities that can be utilized to provide additional12
protection for threatened and endangered species that are the subject of a given HCP, including land13
acquisition or exchange, habitat restoration or enhancement, translocation, and other management14
techniques.  In the event that the species continues to decline in light of these preventative measures,15
the Services retain the right to revoke Tacoma Water’s permit in the face of jeopardy. 16

17
Discussions between the City of Tacoma and the Services during the development of the HCP were18
conducted with the knowledge and understanding that issuance criteria (see General Comment19
Response 3) must ultimately be met before an ITP is issued by the Services.  However, the actual20
determination as to whether Tacoma Water’s proposed HCP and ITP have met the issuance criteria21
will be made after the FEIS and Final HCP have been revised based on public input during the22
original 78-day comment period, and subsequently released for a second 30-day public review23
period.  If at that time issuance criteria are met, the determination to issue a permit will be24
documented in the Services’ decision documents consisting of the ESA Section 10 findings, ESA25
Section 7 biological opinions, and a NEPA record of decision.26

27
NGO 4-228
See Specific Comment Response NGO 5-5 and General Comment Responses 11 and 12.29

30
NGO 4-331
See General Comment Response 5. 32
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NGO 4-41
The Services cannot compel Tacoma Water, nor did they compel the City of  Seattle, to discontinue2
logging operations on their lands.  It both instances it is the responsibility of the Services to ensure3
that activities proposed by either Applicant as covered activities under an HCP meet the issuance4
criteria of Section 10(a)(2)(B) of the ESA.  These criteria are listed in General Comment Response5
3.6

7
NGO 4-58
See Specific Comment Responses NGO 5-3 and NGO 5-6.  There are two different types of HCP9
recognized by the Services: outcome-based, where the Services and Applicant agree to a set of10
biological outcomes as the commitments of the permit holder; and prescription-based HCPs, where11
the Services and Applicant negotiate specific measures, for example the size, number and spacing12
of live recruitment trees, that are designed to produce habitat attributes or species responses.  In the13
outcome-based HCPs, the Services believe quantifiable goals and objectives must be clearly14
articulated, or we have no recourse for determining non-compliance during permit implementation.15
However, with prescription-based HCPs, such as the Tacoma Water HCP, the importance of16
numeric goals and objectives is reduced, since the legal commitments made by the Applicant are17
the prescriptions and not the outcome of the prescriptions.18

19
NGO 4-620
See Specific Comment Response NGO 5-7.  The comment is incorrect in stating the measure21
addressing trees in the danger zone are vague.  Habitat Conservation Measure 3-01F clearly states,22
“Danger trees felled in the Natural Zone will be left as wildlife habitat, or removed to be used23
elsewhere to meet one or more of the Conservation Measures of this HCP” (emphasis added). 24

25
NGO 4-726
See Specific Comment Responses NGO 5-7 and NGO 5-8.  The conditions under which danger tree27
removal could occur in the Natural Zone are clearly stated in HCM 3-01F.28

29
NGO 4-830
See Specific Comment Responses NGO 5-10, NGO 5-11, NGO 5-12, and NGO 5-15. 31

32
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NGO 4-91
It is true that the overriding purpose of the ESA is to conserve the ecosystems upon which2
threatened and endangered species depend.  With this in mind, when Congress amended Section 103
of ESA it was its intention that the HCP process and the issuance of ITPs would be used to reduce4
conflicts between listed species, ecosystem conservation, and economic development.  To5
accomplish this the HCP process allows some individuals of a species to be harmed or taken under6
an ITP if such take is incidental to otherwise lawful activities, and if such take does not appreciably7
reduce the chances of survival and recovery of listed species in the wild.  8

9
Therefore, although Section 10(a)(2)(B) of the ESA does allow for the take of individuals of listed10
species and states that HCPs are not required to recover listed species, the Services do recognize that11
HCPs must be consistent with any federal recovery plans for listed species, and thus must allow for12
recovery of listed species to occur.  In general, the Services believe that HCPs can provide an13
effective regulatory and management tool for the conservation of listed and unlisted species on non-14
federal lands.15

16
NGO 4-1017
See General Comment Response 4.18

19
NGO 4-1120
Tacoma Water has indicated to the Services that it regularly educates its residential and all other21
ratepayers about the benefits of state-of-the-art water-efficient landscape techniques. Techniques22
currently supported are numerous and include:23

24
# Seasonal newspaper articles.25

26
# Utility bill inserts.27

28
# Distribution of rain gauges, rain sensors and water-efficient landscape literature at29

various public venues, such as the Puyallup Fair, and via telephone requests.30
31

# First-hand expert advice to callers interested in water-efficient landscaping.32
33
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# In-kind support of the Metropolitan Parks annual Fall Native Plant Sale (Tacoma1
Water staff has for the last 3 years enhanced the sale catalog, with an expanded2
selection of native plants, plus plant descriptions that include size and habitat3
requirements that promote customer education in selecting the right plant for the4
right place).5

6
# Support and/or facilitation of seminars and other professional programs that target7

the public, the landscape industry and conservation peers in Idaho, Oregon, and8
Washington (Tacoma Water staff includes a landscape horticulture expert).9

10
# Periodic irrigation system audits of public agency landscapes.11

12
# Participation in the Water Conservation Coalition of Puget Sound, an organization13

of utility conservation professionals whose mission is “to promote efficient water use14
in the Puget Sound region emphasizing water’s true value as a natural resource and15
encouraging conservation.” This organization has been involved with Seattle Public16
Utilities TV and radio campaigns, plus annual education efforts at the annual17
Northwest Flower & Garden Show.18

19
# Participation with King and Snohomish Counties Soils for Salmon programs.20

21
# Education of Washington State University Master Gardeners at annual training22

sessions and other events such as the American Red Cross Gardens of Tacoma23
landscape tour.24

25
# Supporting and pursuing scientific research regarding the range of water saved by26

particular landscape practices such as the incorporation of organic matter.27
28

# Annual provision of free and/or at-cost literature and water-saving devices to29
wholesale customers, including rain sensors.30

31
# Provision of technical expertise in creation and review of literature and guidelines32

distributed by the Washington State Department of Health, Ecology and the EPA, as33
well as utilities and organizations throughout the nation.34
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Tacoma Water encourages its ratepayers to water their lawns and landscapes efficiently rather than1
requesting them to forego watering during the summer.  Advocating a different approach to lawn2
care is not in the purview of Tacoma Water, which seeks to let customers choose how they manage3
and maintain their landscapes. 4

5
It should be noted that the conservation efforts listed herein (among others too numerous to list)6
cannot be promoted effectively by utilities alone. This is because there are numerous institutional7
and technical impediments that minimize or prevent participation or adoption of water-conserving8
habits. For example, efforts to update the city and county landscape codes to include soil9
preparation, minimum standard irrigation equipment, and appropriate plants as designed and/or10
reviewed by qualified professionals, have been rejected by various entities within the building and11
landscape communities. 12

13
The City of Tacoma has a grass recycling program that is operated by the recycling section of its14
Solid Waste Utility.15

16
NGO 4-1217
See General Comment Response 29.18

19
20
21
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1
Comment Responses to National Audubon Society, Washington Chapter (NGO 5)2

3
NGO 5-14
Discussions with the City of Tacoma and the Services during the development of the HCP were5
conducted with the knowledge and understanding that issuance criteria (see General Comment6
Response 3) must ultimately be met before an ITP is issued by the Services.  However, the actual7
determination as to whether  Tacoma’s proposed HCP and ITP has met the issuance criteria will be8
made after the FEIS and Final HCP have been revised based on public input during the original 78-9
day comment period, and subsequently released for a second 30-day public review period.  If at that10
time issuance criteria are met, the determination to issue a permit will be documented in the11
Services’ decision documents consisting of the ESA Section 10 findings, ESA Section 7 biological12
opinions, and a NEPA record of decision.  Prior to this, it is premature for the Services to conclude13
that that Tacoma Water’s HCP does not meet the requirements of Section 10 of the ESA.14

15
NG0 5-2  16
Comment noted.17

18
NGO 5-3 19
The biological goals and objectives of an HCP are the desired outcome of the HCP’s conservation20
measures.  Although not explicitly stated in Tacoma Water’s HCP, as will be required in all future21
HCPs under the new “5 Point Policy” (65 FR 35242), the Services believe that the Tacoma Water22
HCP has incorporated biological goals and objectives in the habitat conservation measures of its23
HCP.  For additional information on the biological goals and objectives of the HCP, see Specific24
Comment Response NGO 5-6.25

26
NGO 5-427
The “5 Point Policy” requires the use of adaptive management in an HCP if significant biological28
uncertainty exist for Covered Species.  Where Tacoma Water and the Services have identified29
significant biological uncertainty, it was addressed through the application of adaptive management.30
Specifically, subsections 6.2 and 6.3 of the HCP address where and when adaptive management31
would be used to respond to new information or changing conditions.  Chapter 6 of the HCP also32
includes subsections on compliance monitoring to ensure HCP conservation measures are being33
implemented as agreed under the HCP and IA.34
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NGO 5-51
The cessation of timber harvesting on Tacoma Water lands in the Upper Green River Watershed is2
not a reasonable alternative under Section 10 of the ESA.  While the primary purpose for owning3
the lands is to protect water quality, the City of Tacoma has determined that it will also manage the4
lands for commercial timber production where such management is not in conflict with the5
maintenance of water quality.  This is an option that is fully within Tacoma Water’s rights as a6
landowner.  If Tacoma Water chose not to conduct commercial timber harvesting on its lands, the7
risk of incidental take of listed species on those lands would be negligible, and the need for ITP8
coverage would no longer exist.  The Services do not consider the complete avoidance of covered9
activities (and therefore elimination of the need for the ITP coverage) to be a practical form of10
mitigation for an ITP.11

12
The Services do not anticipate that the level of incidental take proposed for authorization under13
Tacoma Water’s ITP would result in “severe risks to the viability of permitted species,” as suggested14
by the commenter.  Tacoma Water has requested ITP coverage for impacts to listed and unlisted fish15
and wildlife in the upper watershed that might result from commercial timber harvesting and other16
forest management activities.  Most of the Covered Species are uncommon on the Covered Lands,17
and the level of timber harvesting proposed would be relatively low when compared to Tacoma’s18
total ownership.  19

20
For a discussion of the pertinence of the Seattle Public Utilities’ HCP to the Tacoma Water HCP,21
see General Comment Response 3. 22

23
NGO 5-624
This comment incorrectly characterizes the Tacoma Water HCP.  The HCP follows the general25
conservation approach established in the federal Northwest Forest Plan, and it includes a number26
of very specific and quantifiable objectives for the maintenance of wildlife habitat.  Habitat27
Conservation Measure 3-01B requires that 39.3 percent of the Covered Lands (5,580 acres) be28
managed to protect existing late-seral coniferous forest habitat and allow additional habitat to29
develop naturally.   Habitat Conservation Measure 3-01C requires than an additional 34.8 percent30
of the Covered Lands (5,180 acres) be managed to promote the development of late-seral coniferous31
forest habitat, and to protect that habitat once it develops.  Habitat Conservation Measure 3-01D32
requires that the remaining 25.9 percent of the Covered Lands (3,858 acres) be managed on long33
harvest rotations (at least 70 years), and that the annual rate of harvest be held to no more than 1.534
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percent of the total area (approximately 60 acres).  Habitat Conservation Measure 3-01G requires1
the retention of specific numbers of live trees, snags and logs, and the creation of snags where they2
do not already exist.  When combined with the monitoring and evaluation measure EEM-01, HCM3
3-01G provides very specific and quantifiable objectives for snag and log habitat over the long term.4
Lastly HCMs 3-02A and 3-02B provide specific and quantifiable objectives for the retention of5
riparian forest habitat on the Covered Lands and the protection of aquatic habitat.  6

7
All HCMs and EMMs are provided in HCP Chapters 5 and 6.  In both chapters, the specific8
measures are highlighted in text boxes to minimize confusion over the commitments during9
implementation and monitoring.  The text following the highlighted and boxed commitment explains10
the rationale and need for the particular HCM. 11

12
The monitoring and evaluation measure EMM-01 specifically addresses the issue raised by the13
commenter with regard to objectives for snags, green recruitment trees and logs.  This monitoring14
measure states that if the snag strategy required under HCM 3-01G is not sufficient to meet the15
needs of the Covered Species, the rate of snag creation would be adjusted.  The measure requires16
the collection of monitoring data on the Covered Lands, but it also allows for the use of pertinent17
data from elsewhere in the region in determining the adequacy of the HCP for cavity-dwelling18
wildlife.  19
The HCP does not give specific numeric targets for snag density and size over the long term because20
there is no general agreement in the scientific community over the appropriate numbers.  Rather, the21
HCP takes a very conservative approach to green recruitment trees, snags, and logs (more than22
double the current state requirements) and requires monitoring and adaptive management to evaluate23
the effectiveness of the prescription over time.  In addition, all existing snags in the Natural Zone24
and the Conservation Zone in stands greater that 100 years old (except those considered danger trees25
within 150 feet for roads) would remain and other snags would be allowed to develop naturally over26
the life of the HCP.27

28
NGO 5-729
Habitat Conservation Measures 3-01B and 3-01F allow the removal of danger trees within 150 feet30
of roads in the Natural Zone.  While this is expected to result in the removal of a small number of31
trees, it is necessary to maintain safe conditions along these roads.  No other danger tree removal32
or salvage harvesting would be allowed in the Natural Zone. 33

34
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If a danger tree must be felled along a road in the Natural Zone, it would be left as log habitat or1
removed to be used elsewhere to enhance fish and/or wildlife habitat.  This provision is clearly2
stated in HCM 3-01F.  The rationale for this provision is that large logs may have limited value as3
habitat along roads, but greater value as instream large woody debris or upland logs in other portions4
of the Covered Lands.  When dealing with limited resources such as large trees, trade-offs are5
inevitable.  In the case of danger trees felled along roads in the Natural Zone, the trade-off would6
be between the various conservation measures of the HCP, and the overall objective would be to7
derive the maximum conservation benefit from the felled trees.  Again, the actual number of danger8
trees removed from the Natural Zone is expected to be small, and the impacts to the habitat value9
of the zone would be negligible.10

11
Habitat Conservation Measure 3-01B also allows for timber harvesting in the Natural Zone to12
modify fish and wildlife habitat, but only with prior review by WDFW and written approval of the13
Services.  This provision is included in the HCP to cover 12 small habitat enhancement projects14
(totaling 83 acres), and large woody debris placement/riparian hardwood conversion along 12.715
miles of streams proposed by Tacoma Water and the USACE as part of the mitigation for the16
Additional Water Supply Project.  These mitigation actions were developed and agreed to prior to17
preparation of the HCP, and it would not be appropriate to preclude them under the HCP.  An18
alternative would have been to designate these areas as Conservation or Commercial Zone rather19
than Natural Zone, but Tacoma Water and the Services believe there would be greater long-term20
benefits to fish and wildlife by providing the areas with the other protections afforded lands in the21
Natural Zone.22

23
NGO 5-824
See Specific Comment Response NGO 5-7 for background on the development of the provision25
allowing habitat improvement in the Natural Zone.  As specified in HCM 3-01B, any such activities26
will require written approval of the Services, thereby providing assurance that the objectives of the27
HCP and the requirements of the ESA are met.28

29
NGO 5-930
See Specific Comment Responses STA 1-86 and STA 1-87.31

32
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NGO 5-101
This comment refers to HCM 3-01G, which pertains only to the Commercial Zone and stands less2
than 100 years old in the Conservation Zone.  The suggestion that the minimum log size and density3
allowed in these managed stands are indicative of the Covered Lands overall is incorrect.  The4
Natural Zone (39.3% of the Covered Lands) and riparian buffers in the Commercial and5
Conservation zones would be no-harvest, and log volume is expected to be considerably higher than6
in the managed stands subject to HCM 3-01G.  Eventually, the Conservation Zone also would be7
no-harvest, and log volume would increase there.  It is not known whether the HCP would result in8
average log volumes comparable to those observed elsewhere in the range of the pileated9
woodpecker, but it is anticipated that large log volume would increase under the HCP, and that the10
pileated woodpecker population on the Covered Lands would likely increase as well.11

12
NGO 5-1113
This comment makes a number of incorrect assumptions.  Tacoma Water would not harvest 3,85814
acres of mature forest, as assumed in the comment.  Tacoma Water would practice even-aged15
management in the Commercial Zone (which totals 3,858 acres), but most of this zone is currently16
young second growth.  Only about 97 acres of the forest in the Commercial Zone are over 100 years17
old, and nearly half of that is in riparian buffers or upland management areas that would not be18
harvested under the HCP.   The result is than only about 58 acres of coniferous forest over 100 years19
old would be clearcut harvested under the HCP.20

21
The comment also assumes that seasonal buffers represent the only management for the Pacific22
fisher under the HCP.  In reality all uplands in the Natural and Conservation Zones, as well as23
riparian zones (roughly 8,316 acres, or 56%, of the Covered Lands) would be managed to develop24
and maintain  conditions  suitable for Pacific  fisher denning  and hunting.   Added to this would be25
the extensive network of no-harvest riparian buffers in the Commercial Zone.  These areas would26
collectively provide several thousand acres of the type of forest described in the comment (i.e.,27
forest with high canopy closure, abundant large woody debris, and large cavity trees).  Pacific fisher28
dens, if they are present on the Covered Lands, are expected to occur in these mature forest habitats,29
where they would be protected permanently. Seasonal den site protection is simply a final precaution30
to minimize the impacts of disturbance that might result from harvest activities in the Commercial31
Zone and habitat improvement in stands less than 100 years old in the Conservation Zone.  Also see32
Specific Comment Response STA 1-115 for a discussion of habitat conditions for the Pacific fisher33
under the HCP.   34
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NGO 5-121
See Specific Comment Responses STA 1-127 and NGO 5-11.  More than half the Covered Lands2
will be managed to maintain and enhance late-seral coniferous forest that can serve as nesting and3
hunting habitat for the northern goshawk.  As the amount of habitat increases on the Covered Lands,4
the population of goshawks is likely to increase as well.  Seasonal nest site protection is only a5
minor part of the overall strategy for goshawk management.  It is intended to minimize the impacts6
associated with the low level of harvest and habitat improvement activity that would go on annually.7

8
NGO 5-139
See Specific Comment Responses STA 1-135 and NGO 5-10.10

11
NGO 5-1412
See Specific Comment Response STA 1-138.  Impacts to Vaux’s swifts would be negligible because13
snags of sufficient size and age to support the species are uncommon in the second-growth forest14
that will be harvested under the HCP.  Such snags are more likely to occur in mature forest, which15
will be protected within the Natural Zone.  Nevertheless, all safe snags in the Commercial and16
Conservation Zones would be retained during harvest and habitat improvement activities.  In17
addition, under HCM 3-04T, preference would be given to protecting snags and live trees with the18
potential to be used by Vaux’s swifts.  19

20
NGO 5-1521
See Specific Comment Responses STA 1-141 through 1-145.  Tacoma Water would not harvest22
“occupied” or “suitable but un-surveyed” marbled murrelet habitat under the HCP.  The only23
potentially suitable marbled murrelet nesting habitat on the Covered Lands is in the Natural Zone,24
where it will be protected for the term of the HCP.  As required by HCM 3-04W, Tacoma Water25
would also observe seasonal buffers around occupied marbled murrelet habitat on lands adjacent to26
the Covered Lands.  In response to this and other comments on the HCP, HCM 3-04W has been27
modified to extend seasonal protection to “suitable but un-surveyed” habitat on adjacent lands.  This28
modification would cover the possibility that suitable habitat on neighboring lands might not be29
surveyed.30

31
NGO 5-16 32
It is true that the overriding purpose of the ESA is to conserve the ecosystems upon which33
threatened and endangered species depend, but when Congress amended Section 10 of the ESA it34
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was its intention that the HCP process and the issuance of ITPs would be used to reduce conflicts1
between listed species and economic development.  To accomplish this the HCP process allows2
some individuals of a species to be harmed or taken under an ITP, if such take is incidental to3
otherwise lawful activities and if such take does not appreciably reduce the chances of survival and4
recovery of listed species in the wild.5

6
Therefore, although Section 10(a)(2)(B) of the ESA via HCPs does allow for the take of individuals7
of listed species and is not required to contribute to the recovery of listed species; the Services do8
recognize that HCPs must be consistent with any federal recovery plans for listed species.  The HCP9
must allow for recovery of listed species to occur.  In general, the Services believe that HCPs can10
provide an effective regulatory and management tool for the conservation of listed and unlisted11
species on non-federal lands.  12
 13
In the case of this HCP, discussions between Tacoma Water and the Services during the14
development of the HCP were conducted with the knowledge and understanding that Section 1015
issuance criteria for an ITP must ultimately be met before an ITP is issued by the Services.16
Although the Services have not conducted our final analyses, preliminary analyses suggest that17
Tacoma Water’s HCP would not create an unacceptable level of uncertainty for wildlife resources18
or create an excessive level of risk to public resources. 19

20
NGO 5-17  21
See Specific Comment Responses NGO 5-1, 5-3, and 5-16.22

23
24
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1
Comment Responses to Tahoma Audubon Society (NGO 6)2

3
NGO 6-14
See Specific Comment Responses NGO 5-1 and 5-2.5

6
NGO 6-27
Comment noted.8

9
NGO 6-310
Anadromous fish species were blocked from accessing the watershed above Tacoma’s Headworks11
since the early 1900s, and several major conservation measures of Tacoma Water’s HCP address12
the reintroduction of anadromous fish to the upper watershed.  Determining which stocks and which13
species should be considered for reintroduction to the upper watershed is a fish management14
decision that is beyond the responsibility of Tacoma Water.  The WDFW and Muckleshoot Indian15
Tribe are co-managers of Green River fish and wildlife resources and together with the NMFS and16
USFWS will evaluate reintroduction of anadromous fish into the upper watershed.  However, in17
order to evaluate potential effects of the HCP, assumptions regarding the distribution and potential18
for reintroduction above Howard Hanson Dam were defined for each species potentially covered19
by the ITP.  These assumptions were made for planning purposes only and did not represent20
suggestions by the City of Tacoma regarding fish restoration opportunities.21

22
There are 220 square miles of watershed area and approximately 66 miles of stream and river habitat23
in the upper watershed that were potentially used by salmon and steelhead.  Roughly 24 miles of the24
66 miles of stream habitat represent mainstem or large tributary reaches that are suitable for chinook25
salmon spawning.  Although habitat in the Upper Green River Watershed has been degraded by26
forest harvest activities and construction and maintenance of railroad and power transmission27
corridors, implementation of upland forest and riparian conservation measures by federal, state, and28
private landowners will have a positive, long-term effect on upper watershed habitat conditions.  29

30
As part of Tacoma Water’s proposed conservation measures, implementation of mass wasting31
prescriptions developed through Watershed Analysis is expected to reduce management-related32
contributions of coarse sediment.  Over the long term, this could reduce the extent of aggraded33
reaches that consistently  experience subsurface flows during dry summers.   Reestablishment of34
riparian forests dominated by coniferous trees greater than 50 years old would increase shade,35
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moderating elevated summer temperatures caused by lack of adequate shade.  Increasing the1
proportion of riparian stands greater than 50 years of age from 27 to 100 percent would result in a2
gradual increase in the recruitment of large woody debris.  In addition, the increased abundance of3
late-seral stands is expected to ensure that at least some of the woody debris that enters the stream4
system is large enough to function as key pieces, which are especially important for forming deep5
pools in larger channels.  Tacoma Water’s ownership encompasses most of the mainstem and large6
tributary habitat preferred as holding habitat by large-bodied salmonids such as chinook, thus7
temperature reductions and increased woody debris inputs resulting from development of mature8
coniferous riparian forests on Tacoma Water’s lands are expected to be especially beneficial for this9
species.10

11
NGO 6-412
See General Comment Response 11 concerning the HCP’s ability to provide functioning riparian13
habitat.  The Services have found HCPs and the issuance of ITPs to be an effective means of14
encouraging non-federal landowners to contribute to habitat protection for and restoration of listed15
species.  Requiring a landowner to restore degraded habitat conditions prior to issuing an ITP would16
be a disincentive for most landowners. 17

18
The USFWS criteria for issuance of an ITP are contained in 50 CFR 17.22(b)(2) and 17.32(b)(2).19
They are: 1) the take will be incidental; 2) the Applicant will, to the maximum extent practicable,20
minimize and mitigate the impacts of such taking; 3) the Applicant will ensure that adequate funding21
for the conservation plan and procedures to deal with unforeseen circumstances will be provided;22
4) the taking will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of survival and recovery of the species in23
the wild; 5) the Applicant will ensure that other measures the USFWS may require as necessary and24
appropriate will be provided; and 6) the Services have received such other assurances as may be25
required that the HCP will be implemented.26

27
The NMFS issuance criteria contained in 50 CFR 222.22(2) are: 1) the taking will be incidental; 2)28
the Applicant will, to the maximum extent practicable, monitor, minimize, and mitigate the impacts29
of such taking; 3) the taking will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival and recovery30
of the species in the wild; 4) the Applicant has amended the conservation plan to include any31
measures (not originally proposed by the Applicant) that the Assistant Administrator determines are32
necessary or appropriate; and 5) there are adequate assurances that the conservation plan will be33
funded and implemented, including any measures required by the Assistant Administrator of the34
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.35
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1
Comment Responses to Center for Environmental Law & Policy (NGO 7)2

3
NGO 7-14
Comment noted.  Tacoma Water agrees that protecting the natural functions of the Green River to5
the greatest extent possible is an important consideration in the use of the river to supply the6
municipal water needs of Puget Sound communities. Tacoma Water’s existing diversion, and its7
proposed Second Supply Project, admittedly interfere with natural river functions. For that reason,8
Tacoma Water has spent over a decade, and several million dollars, researching how to balance the9
use of the river for municipal water supply while protecting natural river processes to the greatest10
extent possible. The product of this research and extensive coordination with the Muckleshoot11
Indian Tribe, federal and state resource agencies, local governments, and the public is to be found12
in Tacoma Water’s HCP.13

14
See also General Comment Response 17.15

16
NGO 7-217
See General Comment Response 4.18

19
NGO 7-320
See General Comment Response 27 for a discussion of Tacoma Water’s instream flow conservation21
measures and the desire for natural flow variations.22

23
NGO 7-424
See General Comment Response 17 for a discussion of increasing instream flows to provide25
additional protection for fish, and General Comment Response 26 for a discussion of the adaptive26
management provisions of Tacoma Water’s HCP.27

28
NGO 7-529
See General Comment Response 26 for a discussion of the adaptive management provisions of30
Tacoma Water’s HCP.31

32
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NGO 7-61
See General Comment Response 17 for a discussion of increasing instream flows to provide2
additional protection for fish, and General Comment Response 26 for a discussion of the adaptive3
management provisions of Tacoma Water’s HCP.4

5
NGO 7-76
As correctly noted in the comment, ESA Section 10 and the No Surprises Policy provide a7
mechanism for the Services to give Applicants regulatory certainty with respect to federally listed8
species.  In the case of Tacoma Water, that regulatory certainty translates into guarantees as to the9
withdrawal of water from the Green River as long as conditions specified in the HCP are adhered10
to.  Without those assurances, Tacoma Water could not make the capital improvements necessary11
to continue meeting the water needs of its customers.12

13
The challenge in developing any HCP is to balance the need of the Applicant for regulatory certainty14
with the needs of the listed species.  The Services believe this balance has been achieved in the case15
of the Tacoma Water HCP, through a combination of conservation measures and adaptive16
management.  While the results of adaptive management will not result in overall reductions in the17
amount of water available for withdrawal by Tacoma Water, they may result in changes in the18
storage and release of portions of that water from behind Howard Hanson Dam.  Habitat19
Conservation Measure HCM 2-02 and Compliance Monitoring Measure CMM-02 commit Tacoma20
Water to active participation in the development of storage and flow management strategies21
specifically to benefit fisheries resources in the Green River.  While this program is not explicitly22
identified as adaptive management, it would function as such.23

24
NGO 7-825
See General Comment Response 17 for a discussion of increasing instream flows to provide26
additional protection for fish, and General Comment Response 26 for a discussion of the adaptive27
management provisions of Tacoma Water’s HCP. 28

29
NGO 7-930
Change or modification to the habitat measures committed to in the Tacoma Water HCP would not31
require approval from Tacoma Water’s partners in the Second Supply Project Agreement. Tacoma32
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Water’s  HCP commitments  to the NMFS and the USFWS are  between Tacoma Water  and the1
Services. The partners to the Second Supply Project Agreement would be purchasing the water that2
is available from the project contingent upon Tacoma Water meeting its HCP commitments.  See3
General Comment Response 15 for additional information.4

5
NGO 7-106
The No Surprises Policy directs the Services and ITP Applicants to address changed circumstances7
in the preparation of HCPs.  The policy defines changed circumstances as changes in circumstances8
during the course of an HCP that “can reasonably be anticipated and planned for,” and instructs that9
HCPs, “should describe the modifications in the project or activity that will be implemented if these10
circumstances arise.”  Subsection 3.2.3 of the Tacoma Water HCP does just that.  Future changes11
with a reasonable chance of occurrence are described, and the actions Tacoma Water would take in12
response to the changes are identified.  When the HCP states that, “No measures beyond those listed13
below will be required . . .,” it is consistent with the No Surprises Policy.  The HCP is not saying14
there will be no response to changed circumstances; it is simply saying that the response will be15
limited to the actions identified in subsection 3.2.3. 16

17
The HCP addresses landslides in subsection 3.2.3.3.  As noted in that subsection, provisions to18
minimize the potential for human-caused landslides on the Covered Lands have already been19
incorporated into the conservation measures of the HCP.  Several of the conservation measures were20
developed specifically to minimize the potential for landslides, and/or to reduce the environmental21
impacts of those that occur.  Monitoring and adaptive management in response to landslides would22
occur as part of Watershed Analysis (see HCM 3-03A), which requires regular review and23
modifications of prescriptions (if necessary) at 5-year intervals.  No additional measures are24
considered necessary in the HCP.  The commenter’s assertion that there will be no response to25
landslides is incorrect.26

27
NGO 7-1128
See Specific Comment Response NGO 7-10.  The IA and HCP are not in conflict.  Section 9 of the29
IA states that Tacoma Water would take the actions listed in HCP subsection 3.2.3 in response to30
changed circumstances.  That same subsection of the HCP lists the required actions, and states that31
no further actions (beyond those specified) would be required of Tacoma Water.  We believe32
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Tacoma Water’s obligations under the HCP, and the Services ability to enforce those obligations,1
have been adequately stated.2

3
NGO 7-124
Tacoma concurs with the comment that the proposed connection between Seattle and Tacoma does5
not qualify as an intertie under state law, because an intertie cannot include the development of new6
sources of supply to meet future demand.  However, simply because it does not qualify as an intertie7
under state law does not mean that a connection between the Seattle and Tacoma Service Areas8
cannot be developed if such development would include new supplies intended to meet future9
demand.  It simply states that under the definition of RCW 90.03.383, this connection would not10
qualify as an intertie.11

12
NGO 7-1313
See Specific Comment Response STA 2-42.14

15
NGO 7-1416
Comment noted.17

18
NGO 7-1519
Tacoma has acknowledged that some staff within Ecology believe that an additional water right20
permit would be required to store water behind Howard Hanson Dam; other staff at Ecology contend21
that a permit is not necessary.  We have also been advised by the USACE that it is their belief that22
no storage permit is required.  If in the future it is determined that Tacoma does need to apply for23
a water right to store water behind Howard Hanson Dam, then Tacoma would make application for24
such a permit.25

26
NGO 7-1627
Tacoma’s current water rights do allow the development of an additional 3,300 acre-feet of storage28
in the South Tacoma aquifer.  This water would be used during the summer in Tacoma during those29
years when Seattle utilized 10,000 acre-feet of storage at Howard Hanson Dam.  Tacoma’s30
conjunctive use of groundwater and surface water allows this flexibility, which in turn provides a31
significant value to the City of Seattle that would not be possible if the two cities were not joined32
through the connection between Seattle and Tacoma.33
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NGO 7-171
The purpose and need of the Proposed Action as stated in subsection 1.2 of the DEIS is to respond2
to Tacoma Water’s permit application in a manner that: 1) provides protection and conservation to3
listed and proposed species and their habitats to the extent intended under §10(a)(1)(b) of the Act;4
and 2) allows Tacoma Water to fulfill its water supply obligations in a practical manner.  The5
environmental review process must focus on this Proposed Action, the stated purpose and need for6
the action, and alternatives to the Proposed Action that will fulfill the purpose and need.  7

8
The Proposed Action analyzed in the DEIS is the request for issuance of an ITP from each of the9
Services.  The primary purpose surrounding each alternative to the Proposed Action is to analyze10
conditions that would affect protected species under the federal ESA, not to permit regional water11
supplies.  As stated in General Comment Response 29, the Services defer to the state of Washington12
to manage and plan for future growth.13

14
NGO 7-1815
The commenter suggests the Services analyze an alternative that does not include the Second Supply16
Project and therefore prevents Tacoma Water from becoming a regional water supplier.  Contrary17
to the commenter’s assertion, the No Action Alternative assumed that Tacoma Water would not18
pursue the Second Supply Project, and would not become a regional water supplier (see DEIS Table19
2-10).20

21
The commenter also suggests we analyze an alternative that includes an HCP without the Second22
Supply Project component.  This was not considered a viable alternative because issuing an ITP23
without the Second Supply Project would not meet the purpose and need identified by Tacoma24
Water to fulfill its projected water demands, even within its current service area.  Additionally,25
Tacoma Water would not be able to fulfill its obligations for planned regional supply.  These water26
supply obligations are determined at the state and local levels under Growth Management Act.27

28
See General Comment Response 3 regarding the commenter’s suggestion that the alternative they29
propose should include “an assessment as to whether Tacoma’s activities will hinder salmon30
recovery.”  The Services’ decision-making process does require an analysis of the effects of the31
Proposed Action on the recovery of listed species.   This analysis will be accomplished during32
preparation of an ESA Section 10 Findings document and an ESA Section 7 Biological Opinion33
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document.  These documents will be prepared following the distribution of the FEIS and prior to ITP1
issuance.2

3
NGO 7-194
The Services agree the concept of dedicated and non-dedicated storage blocks of water is difficult5
to follow, but the flow-management benefits of the process made wading through the explanations6
worthwhile.  We found that close review of HCP Figure 5-3 to be particularly helpful in7
understanding the use of dedicated and non-dedicated blocks of water. 8

9
In response to the commenter’s stated confusion regarding non-dedicated blocks of water, we offer10
the following discussion.  By Congressional authorization, the USACE must store water at a rate11
to ensure that prescribed volumes of water have been stored during the spring refill season with a12
98 percent reliability.  Based on analyses of hydrologic records, the USACE have developed rules13
to govern the necessary rate of storage.  In essence, the reservoir must be filled to a certain level by14
a calculated date in order to ensure that the full target volume will be stored during the storage15
window.  For instance, in the past the reservoir refill rule has indicated that about 12,200 acre-feet16
(representing half of the required storage volume of 24,200 acre-feet) be stored by 6 May under17
average runoff conditions.  The volume of stored water that meets the refill rule requirements is18
considered “dedicated” to that purpose.  If water is stored in excess of that needed to meet the refill19
rule, the excess storage would be considered to be “non-dedicated.” 20

21
Under the Additional Water Storage Project, the volume of water to be stored would be increased22
by up to 20,000 acre-feet; however, storage will begin in mid-February, much earlier than previous23
USACE storage practices.  Even with the additional storage requirements, initiating storage in mid-24
February will provide the opportunity to store water at a rate that exceeds real-time storage25
requirements.  Under the proposed conservation measure, Tacoma Water would contribute funding26
to have the USACE closely monitor reservoir levels; if water has been stored in excess of that27
needed to meet refill rules, this non-dedicated water could be subsequently released to manage28
downstream flows.  The non-dedicated portion of the reservoir storage could be released during a29
late spring drought to augment flows, gradually re-assigned to dedicated blocks of water to reduce30
later storage requirements, released to increase April and May base flows, or utilized to create a31
freshet during a late spring period of stable flow, depending on the recommendations of the Green32
River Flow Management Committee.  33
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This increased flexibility in management of Green River flows appears to be a significant1
improvement compared to past USACE water storage and release practices.  2

3
NGO 7-204
The commenter appears to have misunderstood some of the information provided in the DEIS,5
although it is difficult for the Services to respond to a specific passage without a page reference.6
The Services assume this comment refers to the fact that Tacoma Water would have no incentive7
to prepare an HCP for the upper watershed without the possibility of conducting commercial timber8
harvesting.  This is not a threat; it is a simple statement of fact.  Tacoma Water is applying for an9
ITP to cover, among other things, its timber harvesting and other management activities in the upper10
watershed.  The conservation measures in the HCP specific to the upper watershed are in response11
to that portion of the ITP.  If Tacoma Water were required to cease all timber harvesting in the upper12
watershed, the risk of incidental take would be negligible, and there would no longer be any need13
for an ITP.  Without an ITP, there is neither the need nor the regulatory mechanism for the Services14
and Tacoma Water to prepare an HCP.  This is not to say that Tacoma Water would not continue15
to voluntarily implement the conservation measures of the HCP; it simply means that the measures16
would not be part of any formal agreement between Tacoma Water and the Services.  Tacoma Water17
has already implemented several of the conservation measures on a voluntary basis with no18
guarantee of an ITP, and the Services would expect no substantial change in the attitude of the City19
utility if the ITP were not issued.20

21
NGO 7-2122
See General Comment Responses 3, 7, and 8.23

24
NGO 7-2225
Comment noted.  See General Comment Response 4.26

27
NGO 7-2328
Tacoma has expressed the intent of continuous compliance with all state regulations regarding29
conservation on numerous occasions.  It is anticipated that state regulations requiring conservation30
at water utilities will expand in coming years as the importance of water resource conservation and31
protection becomes more evident.  In addition, Tacoma is currently involved in the efforts of the32
Puget Sound Water Suppliers Forum to develop appropriate criteria for public water utility33
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conservation programs.  However, Tacoma has indicated it does not believe that water derived from1
conservation alone will be adequate to fulfill the needs of planned regional growth.  See General2
Comment Response 4 for additional information.3

4
NGO 7-245
See General Comment Response 4.6

7
NGO 7-258
Prior to the issuance of any ITP, the Services must ensure that the issuance criteria of Section 10 are9
met.  Among those criteria is the requirement that the proposed incidental take not appreciably10
reduce the likelihood of the survival and recovery of the Covered Species in the wild.  The Services11
will document the results of their analysis of Tacoma Water’s application prior to any decision to12
issue the permit.  If that analysis identifies any needed modifications to the HCP, the Services will13
ensure those changes are made before the ITP is issued.14

15
NGO 7-2616
See Specific Comment Responses NGO 7-1 through NGO 7-25.17

18
NGO 7-2719
Comment noted. The Services recognize that society’s understanding of the biological and20
ecological needs of Pacific salmon is continually improving, and will undoubtedly continue to21
improve with time.22

23
Tacoma Water is proposing to invest approximately $90 million in environmental and ecosystem24
enhancement and restoration projects to benefit fish and wildlife in the Green River Watershed as25
a part of its municipal water supply operations and HCP. In addition to its financial investment, the26
adaptive management component of the City’s plan contains provisions that allow the resource27
agencies a degree of control over modifying river flows to accommodate the varying needs of28
salmon species and life stages.29

30
31
32
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1
Comment Responses to Pacific Crest Biodiversity Project (NGO 8)2

3
NGO 8-14
See General Comment Response 7.  The Services are required to process all ITP applications5
submitted to them.  The Services will review the Tacoma Water HCP and IA for compliance with6
the ITP issuance criteria.  See Specific Comment Response NG0 6-4 concerning the issuance criteria7
for a Section 10(a)(2)(B) permit under the ESA.8

9
NGO 8-210
The Services believe the cumulative assessment provided in Section 4.4 of the DEIS for both11
wildlife and fish adequately meets NEPA requirements to analyze direct and indirect effects of the12
Proposed Action on species habitat.  Regarding the proposed harvest of 80 acres of forestland, the13
DEIS specifically analyzes habitat impacts for each of the Covered Species.  First, the DEIS assesses14
related planning efforts aimed at habitat conservation.  Secondly, the DEIS summarizes direct and15
indirect impacts of the Proposed Action on that particular species.  Finally, the DEIS combines16
related planning efforts and impacts to analyze habitat effects within the Covered Lands, province,17
and western Washington vicinity.18

19
For example, nine separate bald eagle management plans are analyzed that could have a related20
impact or benefit to individual birds within the vicinity of the Covered Lands.  The direct and21
indirect effect of proposed harvest on bald eagle habitat is then summarized.  The analysis of22
cumulative effects on bald eagles is then detailed for the Covered Lands, Southwest Physiographic23
Province, and western Washington.  This analysis takes into account each of the nine planning24
efforts as well as proposed harvest levels under the HCP to summarize eagle habitat effects.25

26
We believe this type of analysis adequately meets the goal of the cumulative effects review, which27
is to analyze and determine the cumulative, regional “conservation contribution” (positive and/or28
negative) that would result from the Proposed Action for each of the ESA-listed fish and wildlife29
species covered by the proposed HCP and ITP.30

31
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See General Comment Response 30 for a discussion of how the cumulative effects analysis was1
augmented in the FEIS.2

3
NGO 8-34
See General Comment Response 8.5

6
NGO 8-47
The Services are currently reviewing the HCP and IA for compliance with the Section 10(a)(2)(B)8
permit issuance criteria.  The results of this review will be provided in the Biological Opinion and9
the findings document.10

11
To assure the quality of the biological, ecological, and other information used in the implementation12
of the ESA, it is the policy of the Services to: 1) evaluate all scientific and other information used13
to ensure that it is reliable, credible, and represents the best scientific and commercial data available;14
2) gather and impartially evaluate biological, ecological, and other information disputing official15
positions, decisions, and actions proposed or taken by the Services; 3) document their evaluation16
of comprehensive, technical information regarding the status and habitat requirements for a species17
throughout its range, whether it supports or does not support a position being proposed as an official18
agency position; 4) use primary and original sources of information as the basis for19
recommendations; 5) retain these sources referenced in the official document as part of the20
administrative record supporting an action; 6) collect, evaluate, and complete all reviews of21
biological, ecological, and other relevant information within the schedules established by the Act,22
appropriate regulations, and applicable policies; and 7) require management-level review of23
documents developed and drafted by the Services’ biologists to verify and assure the quality of the24
science used to establish official positions, decisions, and actions taken by the Services during their25
implementation of the Act [59 FR 3471 (July 1, 1994)].26

27
The Services have carefully considered all of the factors noted above and believe that the28
information presented in the DEIS, draft HCP, and supporting documents does represent the best29
scientific and commercial data available.30

31
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NGO 8-51
See Specific Comment Responses NGO 5-3 and NGO 5-6.  Contrary to the suggestion in the2
comment, an HCP is not required to “fully” mitigate impacts or to contribute to recovery.   As stated3
in the ITP issuance criteria (provided in Specific Comment Response NGO 6-4), the permitted4
taking must not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival or recovery of the species in the5
wild.6

7
NGO 8-68
See General Comment Response 25 and Specific Comment Responses NGO 5-3 and NGO 5-6.9
Measurable resource objectives are provided within the various habitat conservation measures in10
HCP Chapter 5.  The effects of the conservation measures are described in HCP Chapter 7.  Further11
analyses of the effects of the HCP on the Covered Species are provided in DEIS Section 4.0.  Lastly,12
the Services will complete additional analyses as part of the Biological Opinion and findings13
document that will be prepared before any ITP is issued.  14

15
NGO 8-716
The primary issue in the case Sierra Club vs. Bruce Babbitt, et al. was that the effects of the HCP17
did not analyze the cumulative effects of the project on the larger population and habitat in the range18
of the Alabama beach mouse.  The analysis for the Tacoma Water HCP is different from the above19
case in that an EIS was prepared that looked at the cumulative effects of implementing the HCP on20
each of the Covered Species (DEIS subsection 4.13).  The cumulative effects analysis considered21
other landscape management in the southwest Cascades (Northwest Forest Plan and other HCPs)22
that will affect the populations and habitat of the Covered Species.  The analysis shows that the23
Covered Lands cover a small proportion of the potential habitat in the Southwest Cascades24
Physiographic Province, and that the majority of habitat for these species is also covered under the25
other landscape management in the province (DEIS subsection 4.4.3).26

27
Unlike the Alabama beach mouse case that involved mitigating for the permanent loss of habitat,28
the Tacoma Water HCP primarily modifies how management activities are conducted on the29
Covered Lands.  The result of management under the Tacoma Water HCP is a maintenance or30
improvement of habitat conditions for all of the Covered Species in comparison to current conditions31
and the No Action Alternative (see the effects analysis in the HCP, Section 7.0, and in the FEIS,32
Section 4.0).33
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There are also biological differences between the Alabama beach mouse and the species covered1
under the Tacoma Water HCP.  The Alabama beach mouse has a restricted range that is not well2
defined.  The percent of the range of the mouse impacted by the HCP was not known, and the effects3
upon the larger mouse population were not analyzed.  In contrast, the Covered Species are not4
unique to the state of Washington, and the Covered Lands constitute only a small percentage of the5
potential range for these species in Washington.  The state of Washington has modeled the extent6
of habitat in core and peripheral zones for all of the Covered Species (Johnson and Cassidy 1997;7
Smith et al. 1997).  Core and peripheral habitats for the Covered Species are well distributed8
throughout the North Cascades and/or the western Washington lowlands.  The Covered Lands9
encompass only small portions of the potential ranges of the species in Washington.10

11
NGO 8-812
The Services recognize that the current habitat conditions are representative of past management13
practices that degraded the habitat.  The Tacoma Water HCP has been designed to increase the14
amount and quality of habitat available to the Covered Species.  For example, the HCP would15
increase riparian function and the number and size of snags.  The use of current conditions as a16
starting point for management is appropriate in the Services’ opinion.17

18
NGO 8-919
See General Comment Response 28 regarding use of best available science by Tacoma Water in its20
HCP and EIS analyses.21

22
NGO 8-1023
See Specific Comment Response IND 39-5 concerning the value of thinning even-aged stands to24
promote late-seral forest characteristics.25

26
NGO 8-1127
The intent of the proposed thinning is not to create old-growth, but to promote late-seral forest28
characteristics (e.g., large trees, large snags, large logs, a well-developed shrub and forb layer, and29
a multi-storied overstory).  There is little dispute that thinning promotes tree growth and increases30
understory shrub development.  Large trees can provide nesting and roosting habitat for species such31
as the northern spotted owl, pileated woodpecker, and Pacific fisher.  Large-diameter branches that32
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may be used by nesting marbled murrelets develop on widely spaced trees (Maquire et al. 1991, as1
reported in Hayes et al 1997).  Large trees with large-diameter limbs will eventually develop large2
woody debris that can be used by the majority of the Covered Species.  3

4
Thinning even-aged conifer stands has been documented to benefit a number of wildlife species.5
Hager et al. (1996) reported the abundance of breeding birds was greater in thinned stands 40 to 506
years old than in unthinned stands.  Stands that had been pre-commercially and commercially7
thinned were found to have higher than expected species richness of terrestrial amphibians and8
almost twice the total number of captures at harvest age than other stand structure (Aubry 1997).9

10
NGO 8-1211
See General Comment Response 26.  Adaptive management is integral to several of the conservation12
measures, as described in HCP Chapter 6.13

14
NGO 8-1315
The Tacoma Water HCP is a habitat-based HCP.  The success of the HCP will be assessed according16
to whether or not it results in the creation and maintenance of habitat for the Covered Species.  The17
maintenance of wildlife populations is dependent on a number of factors other than the availability18
of habitat, and most of these are beyond the control of landowners like Tacoma Water.  For that19
reason the Services will not require the measurement or monitoring of wildlife populations under20
the HCP. 21

22
In those instances where the implementation of certain habitat conservation measures is triggered23
by the presence of the Covered Species (e.g., grizzly bear seasonal den site protection), the24
obligation for detecting the species will be shared by Tacoma Water, the WDFW, and the USFWS.25
The level of training and reporting provided by HCM 3-04B and 3-04V will be sufficient to satisfy26
Tacoma Water’s obligations.27

28
NGO 8-1429
The monitoring and reporting schedules in HCP Chapter 6 will be sufficient to verify compliance.30
Effectiveness monitoring will also occur for those areas where it is considered necessary (snag31
creation and site-specific species protection plans).  Given the extremely low level of incidental take32
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expected to occur under the ITP and the conservative nature of the habitat creation and protection1
measures in the HCP, no additional habitat monitoring is warranted.  The need for population2
monitoring is precluded by the habitat-based nature of the HCP.3
 4
NGO 8-155
See General Comment Response 7 and Specific Comment Response NGO 5-5.  The Tacoma Water6
HCP would not be used to eliminate or degrade habitat for any of the Covered Species.  The7
Services have found HCPs and ITP to be an effective means of encouraging non-federal landowners8
to contribute to species conservation.  The Services are also required to review any ITP application9
that is submitted and to determine whether it meets the issuance criteria (see Specific Comment10
Response NGO 6-4 concerning the issuance criteria).  If the HCP and IA meet the issuance criteria,11
the Applicant will be issued an ITP.12

13
NGO 8-1614
See General Comment Responses 5 and 7, and Specific Comment Response NGO 5-5.15

16
NGO 8-1717
The HCP would result in the harvest of a very small amount of mature coniferous forest in the short18
term (approximately 58 acres over 100 years old).  As mitigation, 7,812 acres of Tacoma Water19
lands (including several hundred acres that currently support mature coniferous forest) would be20
dedicated to the long-term development and maintenance of late-seral forest characteristics.21

22
It is difficult to categorically state that the standard for issuing an ITP is higher than the standards23
of the Washington Forest Practices Rules or the Tacoma Water Forest Land Management Plan,24
particularly in light of the recent modifications to the state rules and the conservative nature of the25
Tacoma plan.  It is accurate, however, to state that the standards are different.  The standards26
pertinent to an ITP are the issuance criteria provided in Section 10(a)(2)(B).  The Services will27
verify that the Tacoma Water HCP meets the issuance criteria before any ITP is issued.  While one28
of the criteria requires that issuance of the ITP not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival29
and recovery of the Covered Species in the wild, the ITP does not require that the HCP contribute30
to recovery.  It is anticipated the Tacoma Water HCP will contribute to the recovery of several of31
the Covered Species, even though it is not required to do so.32
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NGO 8-181
See General Comment Response 2.2

3
NGO 8-194
See General Comment Responses 7 and 9, and Specific Comment Responses NGO 5-5 and NGO5
8-11.6

7
NGO 8-208
The Services agree that timber harvesting and road construction can affect hydrology and surface9
water quality.  If conducted improperly, these activities can have serious negative environmental10
effects.  For that reason, the Services have worked closely with Tacoma Water to develop the road11
management and timber harvesting measures in the HCP.  The conservation measures in the HCP12
meet or exceed levels considered necessary to protect water quality and maintain healthy fish and13
wildlife populations. 14

15
The current functions of Howard Hanson Dam (flood control, fish enhancement, and water supply)16
and the proposed additional function under the Additional Water Storage Project would not be17
precluded by cessation of timber harvesting on Tacoma Water lands.  The City owns roughly 1018
percent of the Upper Green River Watershed, and would conduct harvesting on less than 1 percent19
of its holdings (less than 0.1 % of the upper watershed overall) annually.  This level of timber20
harvesting would have a negligible effect on the hydrologic regime of the watershed, regardless of21
how it was conducted.  If conducted in accordance with the conservation measures of the HCP, the22
anticipated level of timber harvesting and road construction would also have a negligible effect on23
sediment input to the Green River.  There is certainly no potential for “massive imbalances in the24
natural soil-forming and erosion cycles,” as suggested in the comment.25

26
NGO 8-2127
See General Comment Response 7 and Specific Comment Response NGO 5-5.  The Services28
anticipate no “ecological damage” to the Upper Green River Watershed as a result of the Tacoma29
Water ITP and HCP.30

31
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NGO 8-221
See General Comment Response 7.  The HCP would result in a substantial increase in the amount2
of late-seral coniferous forest on Tacoma Water lands.  In the short term, all but 58 acres of the3
existing mature coniferous forest would be protected from timber harvesting.  Over the long term,4
more than 8,316 acres (roughly 56% of the Covered Lands) would be managed to protect and5
enhance late-seral forest characteristics.  The Services anticipate that this level of habitat protection6
will satisfy Tacoma Water’s obligations under Section 10 of the ESA, and significantly contribute7
to the recovery of listed species covered by the ITP.8

9
NGO 8-2310
See General Comment Response 8.11

12
NGO 8-2413
Tacoma Water is proposing no harvest of suitable marbled murrelet nesting habitat under the ITP.14
Habitat Conservation Measure 3-04W addresses potential impacts to marbled murrelets nesting on15
lands adjacent to the Covered Lands.  In response to comments during public review of the HCP,16
the measure has been revised so that disturbance protection measures would be implemented around17
all suitable marbled murrelet nesting habitat that has been determined to be occupied or to have18
murrelet presence, or that has not been surveyed. 19

20
Under the HCP Tacoma Water would manage 52 percent of the Covered Lands for late-seral forest21
conditions, and maintain no-harvest buffers on several hundred additional acres in the Commercial22
Zone.  Much of this late-seral forest would eventually develop conditions suitable for nesting by23
marbled murrelets, although it may take more than 50 years for such conditions to appear.  This24
increase in the amount of potential marbled murrelet nesting habitat on the Covered Lands would25
represent a substantial contribution to the restoration of marbled murrelet habitat in the Upper Green26
River Watershed.27

28
NGO 8-2529
The HCP is consistent with the Final Draft Spotted Owl Recovery Plan and the objectives for the30
Spotted Owl Special Emphasis Area established in the Upper Green River Watershed by the DNR.31
Tacoma Water would harvest an estimated 58 acres of mature coniferous forest in the short term,32
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while protecting and enhancing potential spotted owl habitat on more than 7,700 acres over the long1
term.  The Covered Lands would contribute to the support of the local spotted owl population in the2
watershed, and the connectivity between populations to the north, south, and east of the watershed.3

4
NGO 8-265
See Specific Comment Responses STA 1-127 through STA 1-134, NGO 5-5, and NGO 8-8.6
Thinning is not the only conservation measure for northern goshawks in the HCP; it is only one of7
several measures that would be used.  The HCP actually employs four sets of conservation measures8
that will benefit the northern goshawk.  First, all existing forest in the Natural Zone would be9
protected from timber harvest and other alteration.  Second, young forest in the Conservation Zone10
would be thinned to accelerate the development of large trees, large snags, and small forest openings11
(all of which are important features of goshawk habitat).  Once stands in the Conservation Zone12
reach 100 years of age, they would be protected from all timber harvesting similar to the Natural13
Zone.  Third, management of the Commercial Zone would include extensive no-harvest riparian14
buffers, 70-year harvest rotations, and substantially increased rates of live tree, snag, and log15
retention (compared to standard forest practices).  This management of the Commercial Zone is16
expected to provide nesting and hunting habitat for goshawks throughout the zone.  Lastly, Tacoma17
Water would restrict public access to the Covered Lands and implement seasonal and long-term18
buffers around active goshawk nests to minimize human disturbance of these key sites.  As noted19
in the comment, goshawks are considered to be sensitive to human disturbance.20

21
NGO 8-2722
See Specific Comment Responses STA 1-115 through STA 1-117.  The HCP would result in a23
substantial increase in the amount of potential habitat for the Pacific fisher in the Upper Green River24
Watershed.  Over 8,316 acres of the Covered Lands in the Natural and Conservation Zones would25
eventually provide closed-canopy forest conditions suitable for fisher, mostly along riparian areas.26
Thinning in the Conservation Zone would allow trees to achieve larger sizes faster than under27
natural development and will reduce the period of time a stand is in the stem exclusion stage.  These28
zones will provide a framework of closed-canopy forest that can be used by fisher for movement29
up and down the Green River in the upper watershed. However, conservation and recovery of the30
Pacific fisher cannot be achieved on Tacoma Water lands alone.  The fisher’s home range has been31
reported to be relatively large, ranging in size from 961 acres to 19,840 acres (Powell and Zielinski32
1994). 33
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The eventual recovery of the fisher in the Upper Green River Watershed would require contributions1
from other landowners, and these would come as a result of the Northwest Forest Plan, the DNR’s2
HCP, and the newly adopted riparian management strategies of the Forest Practices Rules.3

4
NGO 8-285
Thinning in the Conservation Zone would occur primarily in the first few decades of the HCP6
(before stands reach the age of 100 years). Use of these areas by fisher is expected to be low during7
that time because of the absence of the species from the watershed.  The eventual development of8
late-seral characteristics in these areas would be beneficial to fisher if they become more numerous9
in the future.  If fisher require young forest for foraging, they would find ample habitat in the10
Commercial Zone and on other commercial timberlands in the upper watershed.11

12
Windthrow is a prevalent issue in western Washington, and it is known to be increased by some13
types of timber harvesting.  A certain amount of windthrow is desirable, as it contributes to the14
structural diversity of a forest.  Excessive windthrow, however, can delay or retard the development15
of late-seral forest characteristics.  The thinning prescription proposed by Tacoma Water is expected16
to be sufficiently conservative to avoid excessive windthrow.  As a further precaution, HCM 3-01C17
has been modified and EMM-03 has been added to require monitoring and adaptive management18
of the commercial thinning program.  The method and intensity of thinning would be modified if19
windthrow is excessive.20

21
NGO 8-2922
The Pacific fisher is documented to use low- to mid-elevation forests, avoiding areas susceptible to23
deep snow (Aubry and Houston 1992).  In Washington, fisher have been reported to occur as high24
as 5,900 feet in elevation, but most sightings (87%) occur below 3,200 feet.  These elevation25
constraints would limit the use of portions of the Upper Green River Watershed, which reaches an26
elevation of 5,000 feet.27

28
The home ranges of individual fisher are relatively large, ranging from 1.5 to 31 square miles.29
Fisher prefer dense conifer forests with high structural diversity on the forest floor, and riparian or30
wetland conditions (Brown 1985; Aubry and Houston 1992; Powell and Zeilinski 1994; Maser31
1998).   While management conditions are expected to increase the amount of preferred fisher32
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habitat, the combination of fragmented habitat and the fisher’s relatively large home range would1
further limit the population density in the Upper Green River Watershed.2

3
The Tacoma Water HCP is a prescription-based plan that is not required to monitor population4
levels of the Covered Species.  The impacts to the fisher are measured by changes in habitat5
conditions.  The commenter is reminded that recovery is not one of the issuance criteria for an ITP6
(see Specific Comment Response NGO 6-4).7

8
NGO 8-309
See General Comment Responses 7 and 8.  The HCP is a comprehensive plan for the protection of10
water quality and habitat on Tacoma Water lands in the Upper Green River Watershed.  The11
Services do not believe that additional restrictions on timber harvesting are necessary to satisfy the12
requirements for issuance of an ITP.13

14
The lands surrounding Kelly Butte are neither owned nor controlled by Tacoma Water.  The15
Services are not in a position to require that Tacoma Water purchase these lands.16

17
Tacoma Water does own unroaded lands at the bottom of Lester Creek and Sawmill Creek18
(approximately 2 miles north of Kelly Butte) that are designated Natural Zone and Conservation19
Zone under the HCP.  As specified in HCM 3-01B and 3-01C, no timber harvesting would occur in20
the Natural Zone, and timber harvesting in the Conservation Zone would occur only to accelerate21
the development of late-seral forest characteristics.  22

23
Tacoma Water also owns portions of three sections along lower Sawmill Creek (roughly 2.5 miles24
north of Kelly Butte) that are designated as Commercial Zone.  These areas are roaded and were25
clearcut harvested in the early 1990s.  Given the target rotation age of 70 years under the HCP, no26
even-aged harvest is likely to occur in these young forest stands during the next 50 years, regardless27
of the fact that they are in the Commercial Zone.28

29
Tacoma Water lands along the upper Green River in Sections 21 and 27, Township 20 North, Range30
11 East are in a similar condition.  They are designated Commercial Zone and were harvested in the31
early 1990s.  Some of this land on moderate terrain may be commercially thinned within 50 years;32
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however, even-aged harvest would not take place until they are at least 70 years old.  A change in1
designation would have little effect on their management under the HCP for the next 50 years.2
Tacoma Water does not currently hold the timber rights for these lands, however, and a Natural3
Zone designation would be in conflict with Tacoma Water’s obligation to the holder of those rights.4

5
All Tacoma Water lands along Friday Creek and McCain Creek are designated as Natural Zone or6
Conservation Zone.  No timber harvesting would occur in the portion that is Natural Zone, and little7
is likely to occur in the portion that is Conservation Zone because it is primarily unforested power8
line right-of-way.9

10
Tacoma Water lands around Eagle Lake and lands along lower Champion and Rock Creeks are11
combinations of Natural, Conservation, and Commercial Zones.  All lands directly adjacent to the12
lake are Natural or Conservation Zone, and all lands along the Green River are Natural Zone.  The13
only lands designated as Commercial Zone are those with little or no potential to influence water14
quality.  Cessation of timber harvesting on these lands would not be necessary to achieve the15
conservation goals of the HCP or to satisfy the ITP issuance criteria of the ESA.16

17
NGO 8-31 18
The Services believe that the length of new road constructed on Tacoma’s lands in accordance with19
the HCP requirements will be limited and that conservation measures governing construction of new20
roads on the Covered Lands under Tacoma’s HCP are sufficient to minimize increases in sediment21
delivery and habitat fragmentation.  Roads on Tacoma’s lands that are not needed by other22
landowners or for Tacoma’s timber harvest program, water quality monitoring, or other23
administrative purposes will be identified and abandoned within 5 years as stipulated in HCM 3-03J.24
However, Tacoma is required by legal agreement to provide other landowners access to its lands25
either on existing roads or through easements to construct new roads across Tacoma’s land.  Tacoma26
will require that any new roads constructed on the Covered Lands by other landowners meet the27
standards stipulated by its HCP.  In addition, by working cooperatively with other landowners to28
develop a watershed-wide transportation plan, Tacoma expects to identify how the existing road29
network may be used most efficiently, thereby limiting the need for construction of new roads.30

31
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See General Comment Response 10 for additional  discussion of Tacoma Water’s proposed road1
management and road abandonment program.2

3
NGO 8-324
Tacoma Water does not hold sufficient land in the Upper Green River Watershed to direct any of5
the state-level Watershed Analyses that are being conducted.  Similarly, Tacoma Water and the6
Services lack the authority to revise state policies and procedures for preparing a Watershed7
Analysis.  Tacoma Water has chosen to address terrestrial habitat issues on its lands through the8
development of the Forest Land Management Plan and the HCP.  For purposes of the ESA, the9
Services consider this approach to be appropriate.10

11
NGO 8-3312
The conservation “standards” for HCPs are not established by management plans on federal lands.13
Rather, it has been the Services’ approach that the Northwest Forest Plan form the backbone of14
forest species conservation in the Pacific Northwest, and that HCPs be tailored to complement the15
efforts being carried out on those federal lands.  The “standards” for HCPs are clearly spelled out16
as five issuance criteria in section 10(a)(2)(B) of the Act.  17

18
See General Comment Response 11 for a discussion of Tacoma Water’s proposed riparian19
management measures and the strategy for achieving properly functioning riparian habitat.  See20
General Comment Response 7 for a discussion of Tacoma Water’s upper watershed management21
program and its role in commercial logging.  See General Comment Response 10 for a discussion22
of Tacoma Water’s proposed road management and road abandonment program.23

24
NGO 8-3425
The comment reflects a misunderstanding of the HCP.  The Conservation Zone would not be26
harvested on a 100-year cycle.  Stands less than 100 years old in the Conservation Zone would be27
thinned to accelerate the growth of large trees.  Once stands reach 100 years of age, there would be28
no further harvesting of any kind, except danger tree removal along roads.  No thinning would be29
conducted in stands that are currently over 100 years old in the Conservation Zone.  30

31
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No harvesting would occur in the Natural Zone for the full term of the HCP, except for minor habitat1
improvement projects and the removal of danger trees along roads.  This restriction applies to all2
lands in the Natural Zone, including those recently acquired from the USFS.  Extension of this3
harvesting restriction beyond the term of the HCP (i.e., 50 years) would not be appropriate without4
a comparable extension of the ITP.  Since a number of commenters have stated that they feel the5
proposed 50-year term is too long, the Services are not at this time considering an extension of the6
term.7

8
The Services do not consider it necessary for Tacoma Water to acquire additional cutting rights from9
Plum Creek Timber Company as part of the HCP, but nothing in the HCP or ITP would preclude10
Tacoma Water from pursuing those rights on its own.11

12
NGO 8-3513
See General Comment Responses 3, 5, and 7.14

15
NGO 8-3616
See General Comment Responses 7, 8 and 10, and Specific Comment Response NGO 5-5.17

18
NGO 8-3719
Monitoring and adaptive management are described in detail in HCP Chapter 6.  The Services20
consider the prescribed levels of monitoring and adaptive management appropriate to the anticipated21
level of incidental and the conservative nature of the HCP.  22

23
Contrary to the suggestion in the comment, monitoring is done to verify compliance and facilitate24
adaptive management, not to respond to unforeseen circumstances.  By definition, unforeseen25
circumstances are those that cannot be anticipated or planned for.  As a practical matter, it would26
be impossible to design a monitoring program to address circumstances of unknown nature and27
unpredictable occurrence.28

29
NGO 8-3830
The primary benefit of the ITP to Tacoma Water will be the management certainty it will provide.31
As long as Tacoma Water complies with the HCP and other conditions of the IA, it will have32
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certainty that it can carry out the covered activities without further restrictions under the ESA.1
Public involvement in the HCP occurs prior to issuance of the ITP, through attendance at public2
meetings and review of the draft documents.  Any requirement to solicit continued public3
involvement throughout implementation of the HCP would diminish the certainty sought by Tacoma4
Water, and substantially reduce the incentive for the City of Tacoma to implement the HCP.5

6
NGO 8-397
See General Comment Responses 5 and 7.8

9
10
11
12
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1
Comment Responses to Friends of the Earth (NGO 9)2

3
NGO 9-14
Comment noted.5

6
NGO 9-27
See General Comment Response 30.8

9
NGO 9-310
Discussions with the City of Tacoma and the Services during the development of the HCP were11
conducted with the knowledge and understanding that issuance criteria (see General Comment12
Response 3) must ultimately be met before an ITP issued by the Services.  One of these issuance13
criteria requires Tacoma to minimize and mitigate to the maximum extent practicable the impacts14
of the taking.  This requirement does not necessarily prevent Tacoma from continuing to withdraw15
water from the Green River or from harvesting timber on its lands in the Green River Watershed,16
it only requires that activities for which Tacoma is seeking incidental take coverage be consistent17
with all issuance criteria Section 10(a)(2)(B) of the ESA.18

19
The determination as to whether Tacoma’s proposed HCP and ITP have met the issuance criteria20
will be made after the FEIS and Final HCP have been revised based on public input during the21
original 78-day comment period, and subsequently released for a second 30-day public review22
period.  If at that time issuance criteria are met, the determination to issue a permit will be23
documented in the Services’ decision documents consisting of the ESA Section 10 findings, ESA24
Section 7 biological opinions, and a NEPA record of decision.25

26
NGO 9-427
See General Comment Response 4.28

29
NGO 9-530
Tacoma Water has requested coverage under Section 10 of the ESA for the effects of its activities31
on Covered Species.  These activities primarily involve management of approximately 10 percent32
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of the Upper Green River Watershed and withdrawal of water under its First Diversion Water Right1
claim and its Second Diversion Water Right at the Headworks facilities at RM 61.0.  Howard2
Hanson Dam at RM 64.5 is a federal facility; project operations, including the storage and release3
of water, are federal activities.  Federal activities cannot be covered by a Section 10 ITP of the type4
being requested by Tacoma Water.  Consequently, the Services are only able to evaluate the effects5
of Tacoma Water’s proposed water withdrawal, watershed management, and conservation measure6
activities.7

8
The effects of Tacoma Water’s activities on natural ecosystem habitat functions within the Green9
River Basin have been identified in HCP Chapter 7.  The Services will review the results of Tacoma10
Water’s analyses and consider the degree to which Tacoma Water’s habitat acquisition,11
enhancement, protection and restoration serve to protect Covered Species and habitats.12

13
NGO 9-614
Comment noted.  In 1986, Ecology issued the City of Tacoma a water right for 100 cfs following15
adoption by Ecology of its Green-Duwamish River Basin Instream Resources Protection Program16
(IRPP).  The IRPP establishes instream flows for the Green River measured at the USGS gauges at17
Palmer (No. 12.1067) and Auburn (No. 12.113000), and subjects future water right holders to18
regulation at one of the two gauges.  After much study, and following a thorough review of protests19
to the issuance of the water right, the State Pollution Control Hearings Board and Ecology concluded20
that the water right was consistent with the intent of RCW 90.54.020 (2): “Allocation of waters21
among potential uses and users shall be based generally on the securing of the maximum net22
benefits for the people of the state.  Maximum net benefits shall constitute total benefits less costs23
including opportunities lost.”24

25
Ecology published its IFIM Technical Bulletin entitled Green River Fish Habitat Analysis Using26
the Instream Flow Incremental Methodology in July 1989.27

28
Flow-survival studies have been conducted for salmonids in the Green River.  For the results of29
these studies, see Section 4.0 of the DEIS.30

31
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NGO 9-71
We have reviewed the referenced document and will consider the concerns identified by the authors2
of Using Science in HCPs when deliberating whether to issue Tacoma Water an ITP.3

4
NGO 9-85
See General Comment Response 1.6

7
NGO 9-98
Your name has been added to the federal list for final HCP and FEIS distribution.  You may also9
review the final documents on our website at http://www.rl.fws.gov/.10

11
NGO 9-1012
Tacoma’s System Development Charges are designed to recover 50 percent of the cost of source13
storage, transmission and treatment to serve new customers.  The remainder of these costs is14
included in rates charged to all customers.  Rate structure and System Development Charges15
structure are the prerogative of the Tacoma Public Utility Board and the Tacoma City Council and16
are designed to reflect a variety of public policy issues including those raised in this comment.17

18
NGO 9-1119
The collection of depreciation costs is a practice carried out by private utilities using a “utility basis”20
accounting.  As a publicly owned utility, Tacoma practices “cash basis” accounting, which does not21
include the collection of cash for depreciation costs.  However, the concern for future ratepayers and22
responsible financial management is still valid.  Tacoma has indicated it concurs with the need to23
adequately fund capital projects and pay down debt.24

25
NGO 9-1226
It is noted that Tacoma’s maximum day demand is less than twice average day demand.  This27
appears to be a fairly low peak-to-average day ratio based on the ratio of other utilities.  This is28
driven by Tacoma’s significant industrial demand, which tends to negate the peaking effect of29
residential customers. In fact, most of Tacoma’s residential users are affected by higher residential30
rate blocks since they peak at a similar ratio to residential users in other Washington cities.31

32
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NGO 9-131
See General Comment Response 5 and 7, also Specific Comment Responses NGO 5-5 and NGO2
10-66.3

4
NGO 9-145
See General Comment Response 5.6

7
8
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1
Comment Responses to Sierra Club, Cascade Chapter (NGO 10)2

3
NGO 10-14
Comment noted.5

6
NGO 10-27
The destruction of habitat that harms threatened and endangered species, otherwise referred to as8
“take,” is prohibited by Section 9 of the ESA.  Congress amended Section 10 of the ESA in 19829
to authorize the Services to issue permits to non-federal entities authorizing the “take” of listed10
species.  The take authorized must be “incidental” to otherwise lawful activities and conducted in11
accordance with an approved HCP.  An ITP is issued if an HCP meets specific criteria set forth in12
Section 10.  For species covered by an ITP, the accompanying HCP must: minimize and mitigate13
the impacts of the proposed take to the maximum extent practicable, and not appreciably reduce the14
likelihood of survival and recovery of the species in the wild.  Therefore, the comment that take15
should not be allowed as part of this HCP appears to reflect a criticism of the mechanism created16
by Congress in Section 10 of the ESA to authorize incidental take of listed species and the legal17
standards for such permits.  The Services do not have the authority to change amendments to the18
ESA that Congress has authorized and, therefore, can only work within the framework of the Act19
as amended by Congress.20

21
NGO 10-322
Given the importance of non-federal land in the conservation of threatened and endangered species,23
the Services recognized the need to provide adequate incentives for non-federal landowners to factor24
endangered species conservation into their day-to-day land management activities.  Economic and25
regulatory certainty regarding the overall cost of species conservation and mitigation is of great26
concern to non-federal property owners.  To alleviate this concern and provide meaningful27
conservation for listed species, the Services believe that it is appropriate to provide HCP Applicants28
the incentive of regulatory certainty provided the affected species are adequately covered by a29
properly functioning HCP.   This incentive is captured in the “No Surprises” rule (63 FR 8859).30
Summarized, the rule states that private landowners are assured that if  “unforeseen circumstances”31
arise, the Services will not require the commitment of additional land, water, financial32
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compensation, or additional restrictions on the use of land, water, or other natural resources beyond1
the level otherwise agreed to in the HCP without the consent of the permittee.  The Services also2
believe that in order to provide sufficient incentives for the private sector to participate in the3
development of long-term conservation plans, adequate assurances that a Section 10(a)(1)(B) permit4
can be issued for the life of a project must be made to non-federal entities that choose to develop5
HCPs.6

7
NGO 10-4 through NGO 10-68
Refer to General Comment Response 1.9

10
NGO 10-711
Adaptive management for Covered Wildlife Species is generally unnecessary because of the12
extremely conservative nature of the HCP.  Only 21 wildlife species would be covered by the ITP,13
and the level of incidental take is anticipated to be minimal for all 21 species.  As mitigation,14
Tacoma Water would make substantial contributions to the long-term conservation of these species15
by dedicating roughly 74 percent of the Covered Lands (52% of which are upland forest) to habitat16
reserves.  Natural habitat-forming processes would be allowed to occur in these zones, with limited17
amounts of management for habitat enhancement.  The remaining 26 percent of the Covered Lands18
would be managed with low levels of commercial timber harvest, and high levels of residual tree,19
snag, and log retention.  The only area of minor uncertainty relative to long-term conservation20
benefit is the snag creation program in the Commercial and Conservation Zones.  Consequently, this21
is the focus of adaptive management in the HCP (see EMM-01).22

23
Adaptive management for Covered Aquatic Species is described in General Comment Response 26.24

25
NGO 10-826
Tacoma wishes to insure that its actions on the Green River are in compliance with the ESA.  If it27
operates in accordance with an approved HCP, then this requirement would be met.  Without such28
assurance, Tacoma has stated that it cannot afford to commit the significant resources that are29
required for the water supply and environmental improvements proposed in this HCP.30

31



Section 4.0 Specific Comments and Responses

December 2000
Tacoma Water FEIS/Vol.2_NGO 4-2.wpd Page 4-117

Although the protection provided to Tacoma by an HCP is significant, it is not all-encompassing.1
The Services still have the ability to compel changes in operation by Tacoma in the event of a2
determination of jeopardy to endangered species as a result of that operation.  In addition, Tacoma3
has historically modified its operations at the request of resource  agencies to reduce the use of water4
from its existing water rights for resource protection.  This has happened numerous times in recent5
years.6

7
NGO 10-98
See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-7.  Effectiveness Monitoring Measure EMM-01 requires9
that data on snag recruitment and persistence be collected on the Covered Lands, and that10
adjustments be made to the snag creation program if necessary to provide for the needs of cavity-11
nesting wildlife species covered by the ITP.12

13
Adaptive management for Covered Aquatic Species is described in General Comment Response 26.14

15
NGO 10-1016
The levels of adaptive management required under the HCP are anticipated to be both adequate to17
meet the issuance criteria of ESA Section 10, and appropriate to the specific environmental and18
economic conditions of the Green River.  Section 10 is intended to provide regulatory assurances19
to landowners that meet the specified issuance criteria and provide mitigation appropriate to the20
anticipated level of incidental take.  If there were no limits on the amount of adaptive management21
required of an ITP holder, there would essentially be no regulatory assurances.  Without those22
assurances, a landowner would have little or no incentive to pursue an ITP and prepare an HCP.23

24
See General Comment Response 26 for a discussion of adaptive management and protection of25
aquatic species, and General Comment Response 17 for discussion of instream flows and aquatic26
resource protection.27

28
NGO 10-1129
We are aware of the referenced documents and consider the guidelines when developing or30
reviewing endangered species conservation efforts.  See General Comment Response 26 regarding31
the adaptive management provisions of Tacoma Water’s HCP.32
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NGO 10-121
The compliance monitoring measures are designed to provide us with confirmation that the2
conservation measures have been implemented as specified in the HCP.  Tacoma Water’s3
obligations to comply with the instream flow measures identified in HCMs 1-01 and 1-02, and our4
response in the event of non-compliance are identified in the IA.  Should Tacoma Water fail to5
comply with the terms of the conservation measures, the Services’ responses are outlined in IA6
Paragraphs 6.2, Permit Suspension or Revocation, 6.3, Relinquishment of the Permit, and 14.0,7
Remedies, Enforcement, and Dispute Resolution.8

9
NGO 10-1310
The conservation measure contingencies vary between measures depending on the Proposed Action11
and anticipated likelihood of success of the original measure.  Wood placed under HCM 1-05 would12
be sized according to the intended function and channel dimensions.  As noted in HCM 1-05,13
Tacoma Headworks Large Woody Debris/Rootwad Placement, “Structures that are deemed non-14
functional as a result of high flows would be modified or replaced by Tacoma as needed within the15
first 5 years following construction.”  This commitment would ensure that if wood placed initially16
proves to be too small to remain stable for at least 5 years, then the design would be modified such17
that structures are of a sufficient size to remain stable.  Once it has been determined that the18
structure design is sufficient to remain stable and functional for at least 5 years, we do not anticipate19
that structures would need to be replaced more than once over the remaining term of the HCP.20

21
NGO 10-1422
The wildlife strategies in the HCP were designed to minimize the need for effectiveness monitoring.23
The strategy has three major components: 1) maintenance and enhancement of native late-seral24
coniferous forest on portions of the Covered Lands (the Natural and Conservation Zones) with25
minimal human intervention; 2) maintenance of late-seral coniferous forest habitat elements in26
intensively managed portions of the Covered Lands (the Commercial Zone) in a manner consistent27
with commercial timber production; and 3) minimization of impacts of human activity on the28
Covered Lands by observing seasonal and long-term buffers around sensitive areas such as dens,29
nests and key foraging areas.  The ability of late-seral coniferous forest to support species native to30
that type of habitat is somewhat axiomatic.  If effectiveness monitoring is necessary to demonstrate31
that unmanaged forest is capable of supporting native wildlife, such monitoring is beyond the scope32
of the Tacoma Water HCP.  The effectiveness of leaving residual live trees, snags and logs in the33
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Commercial Zone is subject to debate, and effectiveness monitoring has been included in the HCP1
specifically to address that issue (see EMM-01).  Seasonal and long-term disturbance buffers around2
nests and dens also warrant monitoring, and that monitoring would occur under EMM-02.  The3
objective of disturbance buffers, as stated in EMM-02, is to reduce the potential for human activity4
to disrupt the specific wildlife activities occurring in the buffered areas.  The monitoring required5
under EMM-02 would evaluate whether that objective is being met.6

7
See General Comment Response 25 for further discussion of quantifiable data and resource8
objectives in the HCP.  In response to the specific request for quantifiable objectives for gravel9
nourishment, note that Type 2 conservation measures, such as HCM 2-09, Mainstem Gravel10
Nourishment, consist of contribution of funds and/or implementation of measures designed to offset11
or compensate for impacts resulting from non-Tacoma actions.  Habitat Conservation Measure 2-0912
is designed to partially restore gravel transport functions in the Middle and Lower Green River13
caused by the USACE’s Howard Hanson Dam.  Under HCM 2-09, up to 3,900 cubic yards of gravel14
will annually be placed downstream of Howard Hanson Dam.  If research monitoring indicates that15
an increased rate of gravel nourishment would be beneficial, funds for additional gravel nourishment16
must come from non-Tacoma sources.17

18
NGO 10-1519
At this time, a formal description of Properly Functioning Conditions (PFC) has not been established20
for fish species to be covered by Tacoma Water’s application for incidental take coverage.  The21
function of natural riverine processes in the Green River watershed is discussed in HCP subsection22
4.5.3, Current Processes Affecting Fish Habitat and Populations.  Conservation measures described23
in Chapter 5 of the HCP were designed to contribute to restoring natural processes in view of24
existing and expected future conditions of the Green River basin (for example, continued flood25
control operations by the USACE at Howard Hanson Dam).  The conservation measures are26
expected to contribute to restoring properly functioning conditions in the basin. 27

28
NGO 10-1629
Tacoma Water has committed to several conservation measures associated with facilities operated30
by other parties (for example, USACE operation of Howard Hanson Dam).  Tacoma Water has also31
committed to conservation measures where resource agencies and the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe32
have been provided the opportunity to identify and recommend adaptive management options with33
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the approval of the Services (for example, Howard Hanson Dam springtime storage and release1
operations).  For conservation measures where agencies and the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe are2
responsible for adaptively managing a resource, Tacoma Water has committed to funding research3
to provide them with feedback on the results of their actions.4

5
The research funding measure RFM-02A, Monitor Effect of Flow Management Strategies on Side6
Channel Habitats, is an example of a measure designed to provide the Green River Flow7
Management Committee with feedback on the results of its flow management recommendations.8

9
NGO 10-1710
Many of the research funding measures in HCP Chapter 6 (for example, RFM-02, A-E, Flow11
Management), provide the opportunity for testing of explicit assumptions and adaptively managing12
the resource in view of the results of experimentation.  For instance, freshets are a short-term release13
of high flow designed to initiate movement and increase the survival of downstream migrating14
salmonid smolts.  The release of freshets in the Green River, however, may allow adult steelhead15
to spawn along the channel margins at high flow levels where the eggs may be dewatered when the16
flow drops following the freshet.  Research conducted under RFM 2-02 would allow the Green17
River Flow Management Committee to evaluate both beneficial and detrimental effects of freshets18
and to evaluate their use as a management tool to benefit Green River resources.  19

20
NGO 10-1821
Tacoma Water has requested coverage under Section 10 of the ESA for the effects of its activities22
on Covered Species.  These activities primarily involve management of approximately 10 percent23
of the Upper Green River Watershed and withdrawal of water at its Headworks facilities at RM 61.0.24
Howard Hanson Dam at RM 64.5 is a federal facility; project operations, including the storage and25
release of water and the interception of sediment and woody debris, are federal activities.  Tacoma26
Water’s conservation measures include the opportunity to restore anadromous fish runs above27
Howard Hanson Dam and the commitment to gravel nourishment and woody debris transport28
measures that would contribute to restoring natural ecosystem functions of the Green River.  29

30
31



Section 4.0 Specific Comments and Responses

December 2000
Tacoma Water FEIS/Vol.2_NGO 4-2.wpd Page 4-121

NGO 10-191
The purpose of an HCP is to minimize and mitigate the impacts of any incidental taking authorized2
by a Section 10 permit, and to ensure that issuance of the permit does not appreciably reduce the3
likelihood of the survival and recovery of the species in the wild.  An HCP is not required to recover4
listed species or restore habitat damaged by past actions, although many HCPs, including Tacoma5
Water’s, include measures specifically designed to rehabilitate habitat that is not currently6
considered to be functioning properly.7

8
NGO 10-20 and NGO 10-219
As the writer notes, many of the conservation measures in the HCP are reliant on successful10
implementation of the Additional Water Storage Project by the USACE.  It is also noted that11
USACE has not completed its Section 7 consultations with NMFS and the USFWS.  However, this12
consultation is nearing completion and the findings of the Biological Opinion by the Services13
regarding the Howard Hanson Dam Additional Water Storage  Project are not in conflict with the14
proposals in Tacoma’s HCP.15

16
If the Additional Water Storage Project by the USACE did not go ahead, then Tacoma would still17
have the ability to independently implement some of the provisions of its HCP.  However, it is more18
likely that this HCP would have to be developed to reflect a significantly scaled-down effort by19
Tacoma with regard to Green River water supply operations.20

21
NGO 10-2222
See General Comment Response 17 for a discussion of increasing instream flows to provide23
additional protection for fish, and General Comment Response 26 for a discussion of the adaptive24
management provisions of Tacoma Water’s HCP.25

26
See General Comment Response 30, which explains how the cumulative effects analysis of the DEIS27
was expanded to include the Additional Water Storage Project and Second Supply Project.28

29
NGO 10-2330
See changed circumstances text in the HCP, page 3-9.31

32
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NGO 10-241
The City of Tacoma will not own or operate the fish restoration facility and is not seeking ESA2
coverage for its construction and operation.  As described in HCM 2-05, the transportation and3
release of juvenile salmonids from the fish restoration facility is contingent on regulatory approval4
of the facility and its intended uses, and obtaining the necessary water rights and permits for the5
facility.  The Muckleshoot Indian Tribe will own and operate the facility; if necessary, permits to6
comply with the ESA may be issued to the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe and will be sought as a process7
separate from Tacoma Water’s HCP.  Operation of the fish restoration facility is not required to8
provide the opportunity to reestablish anadromous fish production in the upper watershed.  If the9
fish restoration facility cannot be permitted or is deemed to be infeasible, the Muckleshoot Indian10
Tribe will use the available funds for fisheries enhancement in the Green/Duwamish River system.11

12
NGO 10-2513
If the Additional Water Storage Project at Howard Hanson Dam is not constructed, it is still possible14
that Tacoma would elect to fully implement the HCP as presented in this document.  However, it15
seems more likely that the Second Supply Project would be significantly restructured in the absence16
of the Howard Hanson Dam Additional Water Storage Project resulting in the need to redevelop an17
HCP to address Tacoma’s revised Green River program.18

19
NGO 10-2620
If the Second Diversion Water Right is not implemented, then it is doubtful that the HCP proposed21
at this time will be implemented.  However, the need to address the requirements of ESA will most22
likely result in Tacoma developing an alternative strategy to ESA compliance other than this23
proposed HCP.24

25
NGO 10-27  26
Contrary to the commenters’ assertion, Tacoma Water’s withdrawals under its First Diversion Water27
Right claim and Second Diversion Water Right will have little effect on high flows in the Green28
River.  High flows in the Green River are controlled by the USACE’s operation of Howard Hanson29
Dam for flood control, which is an activity separate from Tacoma’s water withdrawals.  30

31
As noted in HCM 1-01 and HCM 1-02, Tacoma Water’s HCP provides for reductions in water32
withdrawal during periods of low flow.  These constraints reduce Tacoma’s withdrawals from 21333
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cfs to an average annual withdrawal of approximately 180 cfs.  Although Tacoma Water is1
proposing to withdraw up to 213 cfs on an instantaneous basis, Tacoma’s average withdrawal of 1802
cfs represents approximately 19 percent of the average flow of the Green River at Palmer and about3
14 percent of the average daily flow of the Green River at Auburn.  4

5
The effects of Tacoma Water’s withdrawals and conservation measures are described in HCP6
Chapter 7.  The analyses in the HCP address the effects of both the First Diversion Water Right7
claim and the Second Diversion Water Right.  Analyses of the effects of the First Diversion Water8
Right claim were developed separate from the effects of the Second Diversion Water Right under9
the No Action Alternative in the DEIS.  In order for the Services to determine if the proposed10
conservation measures provide adequate resource protection, the Services requested that the HCP11
analyses evaluate the full effects of the proposed HCP action.  The HCP analyses assume that water12
withdrawals are the maximum amount available under the HCP, even though full withdrawal may13
not occur for several years after the Second Supply Project is constructed. 14

15
NGO 10-2816
The IFIM is a tool used in determining instream flow requirements and, as such, has inherent17
strengths and weaknesses.  The Instream Flow Incremental Methodology remains the method18
generally used by Ecology and the WDFW (Washington Department of Ecology 1998), as well as19
the Services, to assess instream flow requirements. Ecology used the IFIM in its analyses of Green20
River instream flow requirements in 1989, and continues to use the method to assess instream flow21
requirements in other river basins in Washington State.   In response to comments received during22
the scoping phase of the Additional Water Storage Project, Tacoma Water and the USACE23
conducted additional studies of juvenile salmon migration, side channel connectivity, and steelhead24
incubation in the Green River to supplement the IFIM study conducted by Ecology.  Groundwater25
recharge is not expected to be affected by Tacoma’s HCP since baseflow will be slightly increased26
during drought conditions and flood flows would not be affected by Tacoma’s actions.  27

28
NGO 10-2929
A discussion of shared risk between water supply and fisheries is provided in HCP Appendix E,30
Tacoma Water Response to Six Principles of Project Operation and Design for the Howard Hanson31
Dam Additional Water Storage Project.32
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NGO 10-301
See General Comment Response 27.2

3
NGO 10-314
A description of the North Fork wellfields is provided in HCP subsection 4.2.3.  Habitat5
Conservation Measure 1-01 (see HCP subsection 5.1.1) describes proposed resource protection6
measures and the effect of Tacoma’s water withdrawals on aquatic resources in the North Fork7
Green River are described in HCP Chapter 7 under various upper watershed subheadings (for8
example, HCP subsection 7.1.3.1 Potential Effects of Covered Activities and Conservation Measures9
on Chinook Spawning and Incubation in the Upper Watershed).10

11
NGO 10-3212
See General Comment Response 28.13

14
NGO 10-3315
We have addressed concerns raised by the Center for Environmental Law and Policy in response16
to its comment letter (NGO 7).  The Sierra Club commenter raises an additional specific concern17
regarding the apparent “lack of insects in the various sub-basins of the Green-Duwamish18
Watershed.”  We are unaware that any specific Green River sub-basin lacks insects and, therefore,19
we cannot respond in a more complete manner without additional information.  If the Sierra Club20
has such information, we encourage the organization to provide it to the Services and Tacoma Water21
for review.  During our evaluation of Tacoma Water’s application for an ITP, we will evaluate both22
direct and indirect effects of the proposed actions on Covered Species.      23

24
NGO 10-3425
Comment noted. Anadromous fish passage to the Green River upstream of RM 61 was blocked by26
the construction of the Tacoma Water Diversion Dam in 1911. Anadromous fish were not permitted27
in the watershed until October 1982, when the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe and Washington28
Department of Game began planting steelhead juveniles into the Upper Green River Watershed. In29
March 1983, the Washington Department of Fisheries began planting juvenile coho into the upper30
watershed, and in March, 1987, the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe began planting chinook juveniles in31
the upper watershed. Beginning in 1992, wild winter adult steelhead trapped at the Tacoma32



Section 4.0 Specific Comments and Responses

December 2000
Tacoma Water FEIS/Vol.2_NGO 4-2.wpd Page 4-125

Diversion Dam have been transported into the upper watershed and released into the Green River1
upstream of Howard Hanson Dam to spawn.  The spawning and rearing success of these fish is2
unknown, but with implementation of the HCP, Tacoma Water would be dedicating considerable3
resources to monitoring the success of the adult salmon and steelhead reintroduction program.4
Operation of the downstream fish passage facility at Howard Hanson Dam is expected to greatly5
improve the survival of downstream migrating juvenile fish as well as kelt steelhead.6

7
NGO 10-358
A discussion of existing downstream fish passage conditions at Howard Hanson Dam is provided9
as part of the supporting rationale for HCM 2-01, Howard Hanson Dam Downstream Fish Passage10
Facility (HCP subsection 5.2.1).  As noted in that subsection:  11

12
“Currently, juvenile salmon and steelhead migrating from the upper Green River to lower13
river rearing areas or migrating to salt water must pass through one of two HHD outlets (the14
flood control tunnel or a 48-inch-diameter bypass pipe).  Two large radial gates regulate the15
flood control tunnel (1,035 feet) with a capacity of over 10,000 cfs.  At flows less than 50016
cfs, the 48-inch bypass pipe is used (1,069 feet).  Refill of the project typically occurs17
between early April through June when the pool is filled from low pool (1,070 feet) to the18
full conservation pool (1,141 feet; plus 3 to 5 feet for debris removal).  Spring refill19
coincides with the main outmigration period of juvenile salmonids.  As the pool fills, the20
outlets are submerged to depths of 35 to 112 feet.  As inflow to the reservoir recedes,21
outflow from the dam is routed to the bypass pipe (flows less than 500 cfs).”22

23
“Beginning in 1982, juvenile coho and chinook salmon and steelhead trout have been re-24
introduced into the upper watershed as a means to assess the ability of the existing25
configuration and operating plan of HHD to pass juvenile fish.  Current annual survival of26
juvenile salmon and steelhead migrating through HHD outlets is estimated between 5 and27
25 percent based on a fish passage model and on-site monitoring data (Dilley and28
Wunderlich 1992, 1993).  The low survival rate is primarily a function of two factors: the29
spring refill of the reservoir submerging the dam outlets and the low survival of juveniles30
as they pass through the outlets.  Juvenile fish require a near surface-outlet with a high31
discharge capacity outlet (exact volumes depend on site conditions).  Therefore, at a time32
when fish need high flows and a shallow outlet, the project is reducing outflow (refill) and33
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creating a deeper outlet (from 35 to 112 feet deep).  During outmigration fish may not find1
or be willing to use outlets that are deeply submerged.  Fish that are delayed or entrapped2
beyond a certain time may not migrate to salt water and may not contribute to the returning3
adult population.  Fish that sound (dive) to reach the outlet pipe experience high mortality4
from impacts at sharp bends or turns within the bypass.  Direct mortality in the bypass pipe5
can range from 1 percent to 100 percent depending on the amount of flow, water6
temperature, pool elevation, and time of year.” 7

8
“The new downstream fish passage facility is designed to provide much higher success of9
juvenile outmigration and to accommodate the higher water levels and changes in refill10
timing under the AWS project Phase I.”11

12
NGO 10-3613
See General Comment Response 22 for a discussion of the performance of trap-and-haul fish14
passage facilities and the rationale for selecting a trap-and-haul program to restore adult anadromous15
fish access to the Upper Green River Watershed.16

17
NGO 10-3718
Tacoma Water has indicated it does not believe that reintroduction of anadromous fish to the upper19
watershed poses a risk to drinking water quality and public health at the numbers that have been20
discussed to date.  This would include the introduction of up to 6,500 adult coho and 2,300 adult21
chinook.  This level would be reached over a period of years allowing adequate opportunities to22
assess water quality on an ongoing basis.  Tacoma Water has committed to monitoring the effects23
of fish passage on drinking water quality as part of its surface water treatment operations.  If24
continued monitoring confirms that reintroduction of anadromous fish does not pose a risk to public25
health, no further action would be taken.  If, to adequately protect drinking water quality, it becomes26
necessary to limit the biomass of adult fish transported into the upper watershed, Tacoma Water27
would coordinate with the NMFS, USFWS, and the fisheries managers before instituting measures28
to decrease fish passage.  As part of the coordination effort, Tacoma would select one or more29
independent experts to evaluate available options.  The independent expert would submit a report30
to the City, fisheries managers, and public health officials with recommendations as to the level of31
fish passage that can occur without posing a risk to drinking water quality and public health.32

33
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NGO 10-381
The 64 percent survival estimate for downstream fish passage through the Howard Hanson Dam2
Project was developed by the USACE during analysis of the Additional Water Storage Project (U.S.3
Army Corps of Engineers 1998). The passage estimate includes both reservoir and dam passage and4
applies only to subyearling chinook that move downstream during the early spring.  Juvenile5
salmonids that move downstream at larger sizes, such as yearling coho and steelhead and chinook6
salmon, are expected to pass downstream with higher survival rates.  Assuming a 64 percent rate7
of passage survival, chinook salmon have a fair to poor chance of establishing self-sustaining runs8
above Howard Hanson Dam (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1998).9

10
The primary source of injury is assumed to be associated with downstream passage through the11
Howard Hanson Reservoir.  Although some juvenile chinook populations successfully pass12
downstream through large waterbodies (for example, Lake Washington), chinook populations on13
other river systems appear unable to develop self-sustaining runs due to losses during reservoir14
passage.  Juvenile salmonids passing downstream through Howard Hanson Reservoir may15
experience higher survival rates than modeled due to the lack of large predator populations.16
However, if juvenile chinook survival rates are much lower than 64 percent, it is unlikely that self-17
sustaining, naturally reproducing runs will be established in the Upper Green River Watershed.18

19
Once the juvenile salmonids enter the forebay area of the Howard Hanson Reservoir, the proposed20
downstream fish passage facility is expected to successfully pass the fish downstream of Howard21
Hanson Dam.22

23
NGO 10-3924
See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-38.25

26
NGO 10-4027
The commenter suggests that Tacoma attempts to separate the Additional Water Storage Project28
from the HCP.  This is simply a recognition of the areas where Tacoma has the ability to exert29
control and has responsibility versus the areas where control and responsibility rest with USACE.30
Tacoma and USACE have coordinated extensively on the linkage between Tacoma’s Second Supply31
Project and the Additional Water Storage Project at Howard Hanson Dam.  The Additional Water32
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Storage Project is currently completing review of a biological assessment by the USFWS and the1
NMFS.  The resultant Biological Opinion will provide the public a sound assessment regarding the2
effectiveness of project implementation.  In the event that the Additional Water Storage Project was3
not to go ahead, Tacoma’s HCP would require extensive modifications.4

5
See General Comment Response 30, which explains how the cumulative effects analysis of the DEIS6
was expanded to include the Additional Water Storage Project and Second Supply Project.7

8
NGO 10-419
See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-24, and General Comment Response 30.10

11
NGO 10-4212
See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-24.13

14
NGO 10-4315
In the event that the proposed HCP cannot be approved by the Services, then Tacoma would need16
to reconsider its future plans for expanded water supply from the Green River.  In the event that no17
further diversions from the Green River were possible, the commenter is correct that Tacoma could18
still seek an ITP to cover its existing operations on the Green River.  However, this was not19
considered to be a viable alternative to the proposed HCP because it did not meet the purposes of20
the proposed HCP and associated projects, i.e., the regional supply of water in Tacoma, South King21
County, and the Seattle service area.  22

23
NGO 10-4424
The commenter is correct that page 9-2 line 38 overstates Tacoma’s reliance on the Second25
Diversion Water Right.  It should indicate that this project or other projects, some of smaller size,26
will need to begin to come on line shortly after 2001.  Tacoma does have the ability to develop27
numerous small sources of supply.  These small sources are an integral part of water supply28
programs in conjunction with the Second Diversion Water Right on the Green River.29

30
Tacoma currently has and continues to develop contracts with adjoining water purveyors for the31
delivery of water.  As the largest water supplier in Pierce County, Tacoma has the ability to support32
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adjoining utilities and has provided service outside of the City limits of Tacoma for many years.1
This provision of water is at a rate 20 percent higher than inside City rates, which reflects the2
additional cost to provide service outside of the City limits as well as the cost of City support3
services which Tacoma ratepayers pay through taxes.  Tacoma maintains that the sale of water4
outside the City limits and on a wholesale basis is not a money-making venture but an extension of5
a public service.6

7
NGO 10-458
The storage of additional water for fisheries purposes under Section 1135 of the Clean Water Act9
at Howard Hanson Dam is a project sponsored by the City of Tacoma, as is the Additional Water10
Storage Project at Howard Hanson Dam.  The quality of fish passage and environmental resource11
protection and restoration included in both of these projects as a result of local sponsor participation12
may not be maintained without this local financial involvement.  In its cooperative efforts with local13
governments and other water utilities to meet water supply needs in the Central Puget Sound area,14
Tacoma seeks to meet a public need for additional water supply as identified by growth projections15
for the Central Puget Sound area under the State’s Growth Management Act.  Tacoma is the major16
water supplier in Pierce County and South King County and thus better able to serve in a leadership17
and coordinating role than smaller utilities in the region.18

19
NGO 10-4620
We are unable to provide a specific response to this comment since we are unsure of the substantive21
concern.  However, please refer to Specific Comment Responses NGO 7-17 and NGO 7-18 for a22
response to the Center for Environmental Law and Policy concern regarding the range and scope23
of alternatives.24

25
NGO 10-4726
In the proposed HCP, Tacoma has presented the best plan that it believes is possible given the27
limitations on resources under which it operates.  If the Services determine that this HCP cannot be28
issued then it may be necessary for Tacoma to revise its plans on the Green River and to simply seek29
to revise the HCP to protect its existing first diversion water right operation.30

31
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NGO 10-481
The alternatives in the HCP and the NEPA review are often different in scope because these2
analyses are aimed at different objectives.  Under the HCP, the Applicant must analyze possible3
alternatives to implementation of an HCP, including other planning options aimed at take avoidance.4
However, under NEPA, the Services must analyze alternatives to the proposed agency action, which5
is issuance of an ITP, including no permit issuance, or issuance of other permits that would meet6
the Applicant’s proposed purpose and need.7

8
While it is true that the USACE has the authority to store water for fish, this federal storage “action”9
does not alleviate Tacoma Water’s requirement to comply with the ESA while withdrawing water.10
It is important to note that storage and withdrawal are two separate actions performed by a federal11
agency governed under Section 7 of the ESA and private entity (Tacoma Water) governed under12
Section 10 of the ESA, respectively.  The USACE approval to store water does not extend so far as13
to allow Tacoma Water to potentially harm fish resources through its independent water withdrawal14
actions.  Consequently, it was necessary for Tacoma to embark on a Section 10 compliance15
independent of the USACE’s actions.16

17
We are unsure of the specific concerns related to the adequacy of the alternatives review and the18
range of alternatives.  However, please refer to Specific Comment Response NGO 7-17 for further19
information.20

21
NGO 10-4922
See General Comment Response 4 and DEIS subsection 2.3.  Tacoma Water has made application23
to the USFWS and NMFS for two ITPs, one from each agency.  The Services’ Proposed Action,24
therefore, is issuance of ITPs.  The purpose and need of the Proposed Action as stated in subsection25
1.2 of the DEIS is to respond to Tacoma Water’s permit application in a manner that: 1) provides26
protection and conservation to listed and proposed species and their habitats to the extent intended27
under §10(a)(1)(b) of the Act; and; 2) allows Tacoma Water to fulfill its water supply obligations28
in a practical manner.  The environmental review process must focus on this Proposed Action, the29
stated purpose and need for the action, and alternatives to the Proposed Action that will fulfill the30
purpose and need.  Alternatives, such as water conservation and reuse alone, would not fulfill the31
purpose and need to supply the Tacoma Water service area, and are beyond the scope of this DEIS32
and need not be analyzed.33
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It should be noted that Tacoma does have an aggressive water conservation program, which, as1
described in subsection 2.2.1.1, has resulted in water savings of nearly 18 million gallons per day2
since 1990.  While water conservation and reuse would not result in adequate water supplies for the3
Tacoma Service Area, these programs are integral components of each water withdrawal alternative.4
Furthermore, if an ITP is not issued to Tacoma Water, this water conservation program would5
continue to be implemented.6

7
Tacoma and the Services do recognize the public interest surrounding the selection of a source of8
additional water in response to growing demands.  It is for this reason that additional information9
was included in subsections 2.2.1 and 2.3 of the DEIS regarding the decision-making process that10
Tacoma Water went through in determining its management direction for obtaining additional water,11
and prior to initiating discussions with the Services regarding ITPs.  This information was included12
so that the public would understand the rationale and considerations involved in the local decision-13
making process that led to Tacoma’s request for an ITP.14

15
NGO 10-5016
See General Comment Response 22 for a discussion of the performance of trap-and-haul fish17
passage facilities and the rationale for selecting a trap-and-haul program to restore adult anadromous18
fish access to the Upper Green River Watershed.19

20
NGO 10-5121
Refer to Specific Comment Responses prepared for the Pacific Crest Biodiversity Project letter,22
NGO 8.23

24
NGO 10-5225
Comment noted.26

27
NGO 10-5328
Comment noted. Although Tacoma Water controls access into the closed portion of the Upper Green29
River Watershed, it owns only 10 percent of the land in the upper watershed. Agreements with the30
other landowners allow Tacoma Water staff to monitor activities that have the potential to degrade31
water quality, such as road building and logging. Tacoma Water has been able to meet federal and32
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state municipal water quality requirements for unfiltered surface water supplies in large part because1
of its watershed access control policies. Public access is available to the upper watershed from 22
miles east of the former townsite of Lester at Friday Creek gate east to the crest of the Cascade3
Mountains. Lands included in this part of the watershed belong to the USFS, DNR, Plum Creek4
Timber Company, and the City of Tacoma, although no camping is allowed within 200 feet of the5
Green River or any perennial stream.6

7
NGO 10-548
See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-53.  There is access to the trails the commenter mentions9
from the south, on USFS roads that are open to public access.10

11
NGO 10-5512
Comment noted.  Refer to subsections 3.10 (Recreation) and 3.11 (Visual Resources) for a baseline13
description; 4.2.8 (Recreation) and 4.2.9 (Visual Resources) for an analysis of the impacts from14
water withdrawal; and 4.3.8 (Recreation) and 4.3.9 for an analysis of the impacts from upper15
watershed management.  Also see General Comment Responses 13, 17, 19, and 21.16

17
NGO 10-5618
Comment noted.  See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-55.19

20
NGO 10-5721
Comment noted.  See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-55.22

23
NGO 10-5824
See General Comment Response 3.25

26
NGO 10-5927
See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-55.28

29
NGO 10-6030
See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-55.31

32
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NGO 10-611
See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-55.2

3
NGO 10-624
Comment noted.5

6
NGO 10-637
See General Comment Response 21.8

9
NGO 10-6410
The establishment of water rates is the responsibility of the local government’s operating water11
utilities.  Tacoma’s water rate structure currently includes an inclining block rate structure and a12
summer surcharge to increase the rates during high demand periods.  Tacoma has indicated that13
while some additional savings of water might be provided through raising rates to higher levels at14
the upper ends of water use, it is doubtful that the 40 percent savings indicated could be attained.15
In addition, a large percentage of water utility customers do not support raising water rates above16
the cost of service.17

18
NGO 10-6519
See General Comment Response 19.20

21
NGO 10-6622
The information in Chapter 8 is provided to comply with ESA Section 10(a)(2)(B)(iii), which23
requires that an Applicant for an ITP “ensure that adequate funding for the plan (HCP) will be24
provided.”  Only by identifying the costs of the mitigation measures can Tacoma Water demonstrate25
that adequate funding will exist to carry out those measures. The relationship between the costs of26
mitigation and the revenues to be generated under the ITP is only relevant in demonstrating that27
sufficient funding will be available to implement the HCP.  The Services do not have the regulatory28
authority to determine how much revenue Tacoma Water will generate from the sale of water and/or29
timber under the ITP.30

31
32
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NGO 10-671
See Specific Comment Response 10-66.  Note also that the majority of the cost of the upstream fish2
passage conservation measure is associated with passing fish above the USACE’s 238-foot high3
Howard Hanson Dam.4

5
NGO 10-686
See Specific Comment Response 10-66.  Note also that Tacoma Water is contributing funding to7
a variety of conservation measures, including downstream fish passage at Howard Hanson Dam and8
gravel nourishment as described in HCP Table 8-1, Estimated Costs of habitat conservation9
measures identified in Tacoma’s Green River Habitat Conservation Plan.  The joint funding estimate10
described in HCP Table 8-1 represents a cost-share arrangement between Tacoma, the USACE, and11
other potential partners12
.13
NGO 10-6914
The estimated costs for wildlife and riparian habitat conservation measures stated in HCP Table 8-115
are accurate, although they may require some explanation.  The costs of HCM 3-01 include16
opportunity costs associated with leaving merchantable timber standing in reserves; opportunity17
costs of extending rotations outside reserves; creating snags; slash disposal; reforestation; and18
management costs associated with delineating, working around, and monitoring special management19
areas.  The estimate of $2,129,000 is accurate.20

21
Estimated costs for the upland forest management measures described above are primarily the lost22
value resulting from leaving merchantable timber in riparian buffers (HCMs 3-01, 3-02, 3-03, 3-04).23
They include the value of unharvestable timber in riparian areas to comply with current Forest24
Practices Rules, as well as the cost of unharvestable timber in riparian areas to comply with the25
requirements of the HCP.  The HCP requirements are considerably greater than current Forest26
Practices Rules, and would result in the retention of at least double the timber volume.  A27
conservative estimate of the costs attributable to complying with HCM 3-02 alone would be28
$1,500,000 (as opposed to the $3,000,000 shown in Table 8-1, which includes the value associated29
with foregoing timber harvest to comply with both the Forest Practices Rules and HCM 3-02).  30

31
32
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Road construction and maintenance measures (HCM 3-03) in the HCP stem from Watershed1
Analyses prescriptions, but inclusion of those prescriptions as commitments in the HCP represents2
an increased financial liability for Tacoma Water.  Therefore it is understandable and acceptable to3
include all such costs ($1,714,000) in the analysis of the HCP.4

5
The costs of species-specific management measures (HCM 3-04) are also largely opportunity costs6
associated with leaving timber standing in buffers, and are based on assumptions as to how many7
buffers could be required.  The estimate of $741,000 could be low if all the Covered Species were8
encountered in the watershed and the maximum number of buffers allowed for in the HCP were9
required.10

11
With removal of the value of unharvested timber in riparian buffers attributable to current forest12
practices, the total estimate for all management measures (HCM 3) would be $6,084,000. Given that13
the purpose for presenting cost estimates in the HCP is to ensure adequate funding for the14
conservation measures (see Specific Comment Response NGO 10-66), it is appropriate to include15
all possible costs in the estimate.16

17
NGO 10-7018
The decision to collect 50 percent of the costs of storage, source, transmission, and treatment in19
Tacoma’s System Development Charge was made by Tacoma’s Public Utility Board and City20
Council.  It is a reflection of a City policy that recognizes that new customers should pay a21
significant portion of new water supply but that there is also an obligation for existing customers22
to pay for a portion of those costs.23

24
NGO 10-7125
See Specific Comment Response NGO 9-11.26

27
NGO 10-7228
Tacoma must pay the cost of the HCP by whatever resources are available.  The Services must reach29
a finding that adequate funding is available to implement the HCP measures, but the Services cannot30
direct an Applicant where to obtain the funding.31

32
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NGO 10-731
See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-64.2

3
NGO 10-744
Comment noted.5

6
NGO 10-757
Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, an estimate of the expected use of the North Fork Wellfield8
is provided in HCP subsection 4.2.3, Table 4-6, Summary of Average Daily Flow In The North Fork9
Green River And Expected Well Demand From The North Fork Wellfield By Month.  10

11
NGO 10-7612
A description of the North Fork wellfields is provided in HCP subsection 4.2.3.  Habitat13
Conservation Measure 1-01 (see HCP subsection 5.1.1) describes proposed resource protection14
measures and the effect of Tacoma’s water withdrawals on aquatic resources in the North Fork15
Green River as described in HCP Chapter 7 under various upper watershed subheadings (for16
example, HCP subsection 7.1.3.1 Potential Effects of Covered Activities and Conservation Measures17
on Chinook Spawning and Incubation in the Upper Watershed).18

19
NGO 10-7720
Water withdrawn by Tacoma Water from the North Fork Wellfield represents an exercise of21
Tacoma’s First Diversion Water Right claim.  As such, Tacoma logically addressed any constraints22
on use of the North Fork Wellfield under HCM 1-01, Minimum Instream Flows Under First23
Diversion Water Right.  The degree of protection afforded by conservation measures would not be24
affected by whether proposed actions are addressed in individual conservation measures or grouped25
into categories.26

27
NGO 10-7828
The potential risks of channel dewatering associated with withdrawals from the North Fork29
Wellfield are acknowledged in the supporting rationale for HCM 1-01 (see HCP subsection 5.1.1).30
An assessment of the degree of risk to aquatic resources and anticipated effectiveness of the31
proposed conservation will be evaluated during the Services’ deliberations on issuing Tacoma Water32
an ITP.33
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NGO 10-791
Use of the South Tacoma wellfield during periods of withdrawals from the North Fork Wellfield2
was considered during development of the conservation measure and is specifically addressed in3
HCM 1-01.4

5
NGO 10-806
Tacoma has indicated it is currently unaware of any alternative groundwater source that could be7
brought to bear in lieu of the North Fork Wellfield.8

9
NGO 10-8110
Tacoma’s operation as an unfiltered water supply is an important means of cost control for11
Tacoma’s water utility.  If filtration is required in the future, it may be possible to meet the12
requirement though the use of a membrane filtration system.  Currently, the technology of13
membrane filters is developing rapidly, and Tacoma hopes to utilize this technology at some point14
in the future if filtration is required.  However, membrane technology has not yet developed to the15
point where a plant of adequate capacity to meet Tacoma’s needs has been built.  The decision to16
delay filtration is in keeping with Tacoma’s obligation to minimize the costs charged to ratepayers17
for water supply.18

19
NGO 10-8220
It does not appear that forest practice is the only or even primary source of turbidity in the Green21
River system.  In recent years, Seattle has experienced turbidity difficulties of tremendous impact22
despite the very limited logging that occurs in the Cedar River Watershed.  See General Comment23
Response 10 for additional information.24

25
NGO 10-8326
See Specific Comment Response 10-38.27

28
NGO 10-8429
As explicitly noted in HCM 2-05, the transport and release of juvenile salmonids above Howard30
Hanson Dam is contingent on approval by the Services:31

32
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“If supplementation of juvenile salmonids into the Upper Green River Watershed is1
determined to be beneficial to Green River fish runs by the NMFS and USFWS, Tacoma will2
transport and release juvenile salmonids above Howard Hanson Dam” (emphasis added).3

4
The Services believe this contingency is a critical component of the proposed conservation measure5
for the reasons stated by the commenter.6

7
NGO 10-858
There are three reasons why the discussions of wildlife in the HCP and DEIS are not as extensive9
as the corresponding discussions of fish.  First, most of the Covered Wildlife Species are rare on the10
Covered Lands, whereas Covered Fish Species are known to occur in the Green River.  The Covered11
Wildlife Species are generally rare because the Green River watershed is at or beyond the limit of12
each species’ geographic range, and/or because past land management practices throughout the13
watershed have displaced the species from the area. 14

15
Second, the impacts of Tacoma Water’s activities on the Covered Wildlife Species are expected to16
be minimal, while the potential for Tacoma Water to impact Covered Fish Species is considerably17
greater.  The withdrawal of water has little or no impact on the Covered Wildlife Species, and the18
low rate of timber harvesting proposed by Tacoma is anticipated to result in a low potential for19
incidental take.  20

21
Lastly, the wildlife habitat conservation measures included in the HCP are extremely conservative22
in favor of protecting the Covered Species.  Roughly 74 percent of the Covered Lands would be23
dedicated to habitat reserves in the Natural and Conservation Zones, and a sizable portion of the24
remaining 26 percent would be dedicated to riparian buffers, upland management areas, and leave-25
tree patches.  26

27
Also, see General Comment Response 28 for a discussion on the use of best available science by the28
Services when making permit decisions.29

30
NGO 10-86 and 10-8731
See Specific Comment Response NGO 8-2.  The commenter asserts that the DEIS fails to analyze32
the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to ESA listed and non-listed fish stocks throughout the33
Green-Duwamish Watershed.  The Services believe that the effects to fish stocks have been34
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addressed.  Table 4-1 in the DEIS shows the activities that are anticipated to result in effects to the1
human environment in a different quantity, or a different manner under each of the action2
alternatives, as compared to the No Action Alternative.  The DEIS presents a comparative analysis3
of these direct and indirect effects in subsections 4.2 and 4.3.  Subsection 4.4 presents a comparative4
analysis of the cumulative effects of the Proposed Action.  See General Comment Response 3.5

6
NGO 10-88 and 10-897
See General Comment Response 30 and Specific Comment Response NGO 8-2.  The DEIS analyzed8
cumulative impacts under various land use categories within the Green River Watershed, and within9
the region such as agricultural and forest uses.  The cumulative assessment assumed that the land-10
and water-related conditions described by the commenter (e.g., water quality conditions, fish11
passage barriers, availability of habitat restoration sites) were part of the existing environment (i.e.,12
the baseline condition of the upper, middle, and lower watershed).  This baseline condition was13
analyzed in Section 4.0, Environmental Effects.  Mitigation was designed in light of these known14
land use and instream conditions to meet the objectives of the ESA.15

16
NGO 10-9017
See General Comment Responses 15, 16, and 30.18

19
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1
Comment Responses to The Mountaineers (NGO 11)2

3
NGO 11-14
Comment noted.5

6
NGO 11-27
Comment noted.8

9
NGO 11-310
See General Comment Response 11 concerning the impacts of the forest management on riparian11
areas, salmonid habitat, and water quality.12

13
NGO 11-414
Comment noted.15

16
NGO 11-517
Comment noted.18

19
NGO 11-620
See General Comment Responses 5 and 7.21

22
NGO 11-723
Tacoma uses a variety of funding sources for watershed land acquisition, including timber sales and24
the water quality fund.25

26
NGO 11-827
See General Comment Response 7.28

29
30
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NGO 11-9 through NGO 11-121
See General Comment Response 27 for a discussion of the instream flows and natural flow2
variation; see General Comment Response 17 for a discussion of increasing instream flows to3
provide additional resource protection.4

5
NGO 11-136
Comment noted.7

8
NGO 11-149
Comment noted.10

11
NGO 11-1512
See General Comment Response 21.13

14
NGO 11-1615
See General Comment Responses 18 and 19.16

17
NGO 11-1718
See General Comment Response 19 and Specific Comment Response TRI 2-49. 19

20
NGO 11-1821
See General Comment Response 12.  Raising the Howard Hanson Reservoir level would not require22
the removal of any elk.  Elk would be displaced from foraging in areas inundated by the raised water23
level, but alternate foraging areas will be provided in permanently managed shrub and brush plots24
and in early seral stands in the Commercial Zone.  These areas would be readily accessible to the25
displaced elk.  There would be no need to physically move any of the elk.26

27
NGO 11-1928
Comment noted.  This is proposed in HCM 2-03 and is part of the USACE Additional Water Storage29
Project. By planting inundation-tolerant vegetation adjacent to areas inundated by Howard Hanson30
Reservoir and along lower reaches of tributaries flowing into the reservoir, denuded shorelines31
would be re-vegetated with more water-tolerant plant communities for both fish and wildlife habitat32
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and will lessen erosion from wave action.  The HCP does not suggest which plant species would be1
used, only that they should be tolerant to inundation.  The recommended plant species to be used2
would be determined during the USACE’s final design of the Additional Water Storage Project with3
agreement by WDFW and Tacoma Water.  Plant species native to western Washington are preferred.4

5
NGO 11-206
Comment noted.7
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